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The Means of Grace as Viewed by the Reformed 


1 

When we speak of the means of grace, we have in mind cer- 
tain divinely appointed media by which God earnestly desires 
to, and actually does, offer, convey, and seal to sinners the merits 
secured for all men by His dear Son, our divine Mediator and 
Redeemer. That is the Lutheran definition of the means of grace.) 
And concerning this definition there is no doubt or discrepancy 
among our Lutheran dogmaticians.2) Nor are they in doubt about 


1) Cf. Hase: Media (adminicula) gratiae sunt instrumenta, quibus 
solis Spiritus Sanctus ad gratiam applicandam utitur. Hutterus Redi- 
vivus, p. 245s. Hollaz: Media salutis sunt media divinitus ordinata, per 
quae Deus acquisitam a Mediatore Christo salutem hominibus in pec- 
catum prolapsis ex gratia offert, veramque fidem donat et conservat, 
iuxta atque omnes meritum Christi fide amplectentes in regnum gloriae 
introducit. Ibid. A.L.Graebner: “The means by which the benefits of 
Christ are offered and appropriated to the sinner and by which not only 
the capability of accepting what is offered but also such acceptance it- 
self is wrought in him are the means of grace, the written and the spoken 
Word of the Gospel and the Holy Sacraments.” Outlines of Doctrinal 
Theology, p. 180. 

2) It is understood of course that some of our later dogmaticians at 
times used the expressions media salutis in a narrower and a wider 
sense, by which considerable confusion was caused among all who were 
not intimately acquainted with their peculiar theological parlance. Hol- 
laz, the most popular representative of later Lutheran orthodoxy, thus 
says: Media salutis puPLIcIS sunt ordinis: Media strRicTE dicta, ex parte 
Dei Sotixd, sive salutem exhibentia, sunt Verbum et sacramenta; ex 
parte nostra medium Annxuuxdv, sive oblatam salutem apprehendens est 
FIDES, merito Christi innixa. Media salutis Late dicta sunt cicoaywyinxd, 
sive exsecutiva et in regnum gloriae introducentia, scil., mors, resurrectio 
mortuorum, extremum iudicium et consummatio saeculi. Ibid. (Examen, 
De mediis salutis in genere, qu.2.) When used in this wider sense of 
the term, even prayer may be classified among the media salutis, though 
this usus loquendi is not advisable, since in the means of grace proper 
God primarily deals with us, while in prayer we primarily deal with 
God. Cf. Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, III, 254. Nevertheless, when our 
dogmaticians speak of the means of grace in their proper sense (media 
exhibentia, i.e., Verbum et sacramenta), they always speak distinctively 
and unmistakably. 
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the Scripture proof for their doctrine. The Gospel is divapis deos 
sig owtngiav, Rom.1:16; Christian believers were born again di 
Adyou C@vto¢c teotv, 1 Pet. 1:23; baptism is cis dgeow cuagtidv, Acts 
2:38; the Church is cleansed t Aovte@ tot tdatoc év djuatt; the 
blood of Holy Communion is Christ’s blood of the new covenant,3) 
éxxuvouevov eis apeowv Guagti@v.4) In short, scarcely on any other 
article of faith have our Lutheran dogmaticians taken so firm and 
united a stand as on the doctrine of the means of grace.®) 

The reason for this remarkable concord and unity must be 
sought not merely in the perspicuity and emphasis of Scripture 
on this point but also in the fact that from the very beginning of 
the Reformation Luther had to contend for the Scriptural doctrine 
concerning the means of grace with the same force with which 
he fought for the sola gratia; for to him it was clear from the 
start that without the true, Scriptural teaching regarding the media 
salutis he simply could not hold that of the sola fide, which has 
for its correlative the gratuitam remissionem peccatorum propter 
Christum in Verbo et sacramentis traditam. 

That is why Luther so vehemently and unceasingly un- 
sheathed the spiritual sword against the triple adversary of Ro- 
manism, Calvinism, and Socinianism (Modernism) for the Scrip- 
tural doctrine of the means of grace. Deus non dat interna nisi 


per externa, Spiritum Sanctum non mittit absque Verbo. The 
means of grace are the “Leiter, auf der die Gnade zu uns herab- 
steigt, der Steg und die Bruecke, dadurch sie zu uns kommt, die 


3) Let us bear in mind that in Biblical usage the word “testament” 
commonly means covenant, as also the Greek expression d.0$)xn, and 
rightly explain the term to our parishioners, to whom the expressions 
“Old Testament” and “New Testament” usually do not mean that which 
they should. (Cf. the Hebrew Awan m2, xawn dSvadyxn, Jer. 31:31, which 


means the new covenant. Our English use of testament in the Author- 
ized Version is due to the Vulgate translation testamentum. 


4) Luther’s contention in his Large Catechism must be maintained 
as Scriptural against all exegetes who wish to weaken the force of these 
words: “Iam ille non aliter quam per verba ‘pro vobis traditur et effun- 
ditur’ nobis offertur et donatur. Nam in his utrumque habes: et quod 
Christi corpus sit et quod tuum sit, tanquam thesaurus et donum con- 
cessum gratuito.” De Sacramento Altaris, Pars V, § 29. This is no 
eisegesis; but all theologians who, following the Calvinists, repudiate 
Luther’s exposition, fail to do justice to the words of institution. 


5) Cryptocalvinism is no exception to the rule, for vacillating 
Melanchthon, who flagrantly changed Article X of the Augsburg Con- 
fession and after 1530 manhandled the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper in different ways, did so not because he personally doubted the 
correctness of Luther’s presentation but because he desired to please the 
Calvinistic leaders, who inveigled him into his hypocritical, offensive 
duplicity. Cf. Dr. Bente, Introduction to the Symbolical Books, Triglot, 
p.175 ff.; Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, IV, 441 ff. 
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Kleider, in die sie sich huellt.” “In ihnen ist Christus selbst 
gegenwaertig. Christus selbst ist Prediger und Taeufer.”®) As 
Luther, so also our Confessions, which of course set forth Luther’s 
doctrine, emphasize the media salutis as the means ordinarily 
ordained for the salvation of sinners. Per Verbum et sacramenta 
tamquam per instrumenta donatur Spiritus Sanctus. (A.C., 
Art. V.) Constanter tenendum est, Deum nemini Spiritum vel 
gratiam suam largiri nisi per Verbum et cum Verbo externo et 
praecedente, ut ita praemuniamus nos adversum enthusiastas, i. e., 
spiritus qui iactitant se ante Verbum et sine Verbo Spiritum 
habere, etc. Quid quod etiam papatus simpliciter est merus en- 
thusiasmus, etc. Hoc in universum antiquus est Satanas et serpens, 
qui etiam Adamum et Evam in enthusiasmum coniiciebat et ab 
externo Verbo abducebat (A.S., III, VIII, §§ 3, 4,5sq.).— Pater 
neminem trahere vult absque mediis; sed utitur tanquam orR- 
DINARIIS mediis et instrumentis Verbo suo et sacramentis. (F.C., 
XI., 76; Luthardt, op. cit., p. 329 £.) 

Why this almost vehement insistence, this ceaseless repetition, 
this constant emphasis, on the necessity of the means of grace? Lu- 
theranism stands and falls with the doctrine of the means of grace! 
Its trinity of salvation doctrine cannot exist if one of its parts is 
eliminated, just as the doctrine of the Holy Trinity cannot be main- 
tained if one Person is denied. Lutheranism, on the basis of 
Scripture, holds (1) that sola gratia God has supplied complete 
righteousness for sinful mankind through the obedientia activa et 
passiva of His Son; (2) that sola gratia God now offers, conveys, 
and seals this iustitia evangelii to sinners through the means of 
grace, the Word and the Sacraments; and (3) that sola gratia God 
through the means of grace engenders saving, justifying faith, 
which appropriates the merita Christi proffered in the media 
gratiae. Nothing therefore remains for the sinner to do; the sup- 
plying, offering, and applying grace of God does all. Soli Deo 
gloria! “The Lutheran theologians, in general, had reason to 
illustrate very particularly the doctrine of the operation of the 
Word of God. It was done in order to oppose the enthusiasts and 
mystics, who held that the Holy Spirit operated rather irrespec- 
tively of the Word than through it, and to oppose also the Cal- 
vinists, who, led by their doctrine of predestination, would not 
grant that the Word possessed this power per se, but only in such 
cases where God chose." 

Of the opponents of confessional Lutheranism the Socinians 


6) Cf. Luthardt, Kompendiwm der Dogmatik, XIII, p.329 f., where 
the historical material is briefly presented. 
7) Schmid, Doct. Theol. of Ev. Luth. Ch., tr. by Hay-Jacobs, p. 507. 
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(Modernists) gave the Lutherans the least trouble, for they simply 
denied all three of the truths stated above, teaching in their place 
a bland and crass doctrine of work-righteousness, just as does 
superficial humanism today. The Romanists crudely and imper- 
fectly taught the first two doctrines, adding of course the un- 
biblical element of the ex-opere-operato bestowal of the gratia 
infusa, but they vehemently denied the third, the sola fide. The 
Calvinists taught both the satisfactio vicaria and the sola fide but 
denied almost frantically the second truth, viz., that God offers, 
conveys, and seals through the means of grace the fides iustificans, 
which appropriates the iustitia Christi. In many ways the Cal- 
vinists were the most acrimonious and relentless of the opponents 
of Lutheranism’s doctrine concerning the media salutis. 


2 

The reasons for this rather remarkable historic phenomenon 
are not hard to find. For one thing, the Calvinists always regarded 
the Lutherans as their weak but recalcitrant brethren in the faith, 
who would not free themselves entirely from the papistic leaven 
and against whom therefore they felt extremely bitter, especially 
also since the Lutherans testified most strongly against their union- 
istic spirit.8) Moreover, there was found in the Reformed oppo- 
nents of Lutheran orthodoxy a good deal of spiritual pride and 
self-sufficiency, as Dr. Pieper rightly points out in the passages 
quoted before. But the chief reasons why the Reformed rejected 
the Lutheran doctrine of the means of grace were doctrinal. Cal- 
vinism as such simply cannot stand if it admits the Lutheran 
teaching of the media salutis. Here the two Protestant denomi- 
nations diverge nevermore to meet unless either of the two yields 
its specific doctrine. But as time has proved, neither will con- 
sistent Calvinism yield, nor can confessional Lutheranism give up 
its Scriptural doctrine, though, of course, mediating “Lutheran” 
theologians (especially Cryptocalvinists of modern times, experi- 
mentalists, etc.) have long ago forsaken the Lutheran principle. 

There are, in the main, four doctrines of Calvinism that make 
it impossible for that Protestant group to profess adherence to the 
Scriptural doctrine of the means of grace as confessed by the Lu- 
theran Church. The first is the rationalistic tenet that divine grace 
acts sovereignly and therefore immediately, that is, without any 
divinely ordained means. That principle was already enunciated 


8) Cf. the expressions of Zwingli on this score, especially after Mar- 
burg in 1529, Dr. Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, III, 192 f.; 198 f.; I, 26 f.; 
also Calvin’s fury against Westphal after the latter in 1552 had written 
his famous Farrago; Meusel, Kirchl. Handlexikon, VII, 224f.; Dr. Bente, 
Introductions to Symbolical Books, p. 181 ff. 
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by Zwingli, though this somewhat crude theologian was unable 
properly and subtilely to motivate it. Zwingli denied that God 
works faith and conversion through the Gospel, since, as he 
claimed, many who hear God’s Word do not come to faith, while 
others again are converted long after they have heard the Gospel.) 
Against the Lutheran doctrine (as also against the papistic error, 
which invariably he identified with the Lutheran teaching, though 
recognizing a difference between them in degree), he stoutly main- 
tained that “the Spirit needs no guide or vehicle, since He Himself 
is the Power and Conveyor by which all things are borne, and 
therefore He does not require Himself to be borne” (Fidei Ratio, 
Niemeyer, p. 24f.). However, though Zwingli did not possess the 
skill of cleverly formulating and motivating this tenet (a gift 
supremely possessed by Calvin), he already in that early time 
proclaimed it in all its essential parts, so that later Reformed 
dogmaticians, such as Calvin, Boehl, Hodge, and others, could do 
but little more than integrate it more scientifically with the Cal- 
vinistic system in general, which distinctively has for its basis 
the sovereignty and sovereign action of God.) No matter how 
zealously such extraordinary Reformed divines as Calvin and 
Hodge have tried to support from Scripture their rationalistic tenet 
that God works sovereignly and therefore immediately, or without 


means, they, just like Zwingli, after all, never got beyond the 
mere assertion that “so it is and so it must be, since God is 
the sovereign Lord who does whatever pleases Him.”!!) But Holy 


9) Cf. W. Walther, Lehrbuch der Symbolik, p.224f.; Guenther, Sym- 
bolik, p.270 ff.; Popular Symbolics, p.215 ff.; Hodge, Systematic The- 
ology, III, p. 467 ff.; etc. 


10) “The fact that Calvinism has for its fundamental principle the 
idea of the sovereignty of God is not a matter of minor importance, dif- 
ferentiating it just a trifle from other religious systems. It is of far- 
reaching consequence for the whole system, giving to Calvinism in the 
stellar heavens of religious systems the position of a lone star that dwells 
apart. Other religious systems, particularly Lutheranism, with which 
it is constantly being compared, have not been able to ascend above 
a subjective, anthropological-soteriological position, resting in the thought 
of man’s salvation as a sort of final question. Calvinism with its theo- 
logical standpoint, looking at the world as God’s world, originating in 
Him and existing for Him, being concerned as with a fundamental ques- 
tion about God’s sovereignty, takes a far broader view than the soterio- 
logical one of man’s salvation. ... To the Calvinist Christ died not only 
to save men. He died for God’s world. In a very real sense it can be 
said that He died for science. He died for the restoration of society. He 
died for the restoration of the political world. He died for the restoration 
of all things.” (Prof. H. Hy. Meeter, Th. D., The Fundamental Principles of 
Calvinism, p. 80 ff.) 


11) Cf. such statements of Hodge as: “In the work of regeneration 
all second causes are excluded.” “Nothing intervenes between the voli- 
tion of the Spirit and the regeneration of the soul.” “The infusion of 
a new life into the soul is the immediate work of the Spirit.” “The 
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Scripture simply does not teach the Calvinistic rationalistic tenet 
upon which Calvinists place so much emphasis; it does not fit in 
with its ordo salutis, and as long as Calvinism maintains this basic 
error, it can never profess the Scriptural doctrine of the means 
of grace. 

The second peculiarly Calvinistic doctrine, which keeps the 
Reformed groups from accepting the Bible teaching of the means 
of grace, is that concerning predestination or election. The fact 
that very strict and less strict Calvinists 12) differ here with one 
another makes very little difference. All teach the distinctive 
doctrine that in the final analysis God’s election is the cause of 
man’s salvation or damnation, because they hold to the tenet of 
divine sovereignty and absoluteness with unmitigated force. The 
sovereign God, who does as He pleases, either saves or damns to 
His great glory; and may this action be either direct or indirect, 
always it is traceable to His sovereign will.!3) But as long as Cal- 


truth (the Gospel in the case of adults) attends the work of regeneration, 
but is not the means by which it is effected” (Systematic Theology, 
Chas. Hodge, II, 684 ff.). Cf. also Dr. Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, III, 
121 ff., “Die Gnadenmittel,” which in our estimation is the most com- 
plete and satisfactory chapter ever written on the subject. We suggest 
that at least this part of his Christian Dogmatics be translated into 
English and placed into the hands of all our pastors, since we shall not 
enter into, and continue in, the second century of our Church with the 
past signal Gospel blessings attending our work unless we retain the 
doctrine of the means of grace in its full truth and purity. Romanistic, 
Reformed and Socinian errors will threaten our future generations more 
than they have threatened us in the past, and we must teach them to 
be on their guard. 


12) Cf. Supralapsarians: God created some to salvation, others to 
damnation; Infralapsarians: God merely permitted man to fall. For a 
satisfactory popular presentation of the matter cp. Concordia Cyclope- 
dia, sub Predestination and Election; also Popular Symbolics, pp. 124 ff.; 
Walther, Lehrbuch der Symbolik, pp. 278 ff.; Dr. Pieper, Christliche Dog- 
matik, III, p. 559; etc. 


13) “Die Wurzel, aus der die Praedestinationslehre erwachsen ist, 
liegt in der besonderen Gottesvorstellung. Gott ist der Herr, der Allherr, 
der Alleinherr, der von Ewigkeit alles vorherbestimmt hat, der die allein- 
wirkende Kraft in allem ist; der Souveraen, fuer den es kein anderes 
Gesetz gibt als seinen Willen, der also ueber das Schicksal der Menschen 
nach seinem Willen verfuegt, der seinen Willen, einen Menschen zu ver- 
dammen, selbst dann durchsetzt, wenn dieser auf die ihm gewordene 
Berufung eingeht, so dass er nicht von den Erwaehlten zu unterscheiden 
ist, der seinen Willen, einen Menschen selig zu machen, selbst dann 
durchsetzt, wenn dieser sich noch nach seiner Heiligung in die tiefsten 
Suenden stuerzt. Gott ist der Selbstherr, der allein seine Verherrlichung 
im Auge hat, zu der auch das furchtbare Schicksal der einen und das 
selige der andern dienen soll. Denn unter der Ehre, an der Gott alles 
gelegen ist, wird nicht die Anerkennung seiner erbarmenden Liebe ver- 
standen, sondern die Anerkennung seines unbeschraenkten Herrseins.” 
(Walther, Lehrbuch der Symbolik, p. 279 ff.) No wonder that Calvin 
himself called this decree of predestination a horribile decretum. 
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vinists hold to this specific (horrible) doctrine of predestination, 
they cannot maintain the Scriptural doctrine of the means of grace; 
for the elect in the last analysis need no means of grace, since they 
are enlightened and brought to faith by the Holy Spirit without 
means, through His inward illumination, while to the non-elect 
the means of grace can do no good, since they are bound to perish 
from the start. If God indeed proclaims to them the doctrine of 
salvation, He does so only in order that they may have no excuse. 
The preaching of the Word is only a means for the judgment 
(Gerichtsmittel) of those who are not predestinated to salvation. 
(Cf. Walther, Lehrbuch der Symbolik, p. 225.) However, Calvinism 
will never surrender its specific doctrine of predestination, because 
this is required by, and supplementary to, its doctrine of divine 
sovereignty. The two stand and fall together. Absolute predesti- 
nationism is indigenous to its rationalistic system. 

A third Calvinistic doctrine which stands in the way of the 
return of the Reformed to the Scriptural doctrine of the means of 
grace is that of particular, or limited, divine grace. In considering 
the Calvinistic doctrine, we must bear in mind that in the sphere 
of Reformed doctrinal thought we are faced by a system which is 
everywhere rationally consistent. From the Calvinistic tenet of 
God’s sovereignty follows also that of particular, or limited, grace, 
just as does the peculiar doctrine of predestination, which we have 
just considered. But as long as the teaching of limited grace is 
held by the Calvinists, they can and will never adopt the Scrip- 
tural doctrine of the means of grace; for the elect need no means 
of grace, since the Holy Ghost will take care of their conversion by 
immediate divine illumination, while for those not predestinated 
there is no grace that may be conferred on them by means. The 
Calvinistic system is everywhere marked by an absolute either-or, 
which simply does not permit the individual believer to comfort 
himself with the universal promises of divine grace.!4) This un- 


14) Cf. Mueller, Christian Dogmatics, p. 449: “Since Calvinism denies 
the gratia universalis and insists that the grace of God in Christ Jesus 
is particular (gratia particularis), that is, designed for, and confined to, 
a limited number of men (the elect), it is obliged to teach that there 
are no real means of grace for the non-elect. On the contrary, for all 
those whom God has predestinated to eternal condemnation the means of 
grace become ‘means of damnation,’ as Calvin asserts. ‘Est wniversalis 
vocatio, qua per externam Verbi praedicationem omnes pariter ad se 
invitat Deus, etiam quibus eam in mortis odorem et gravioris condem- 
nationis materiam proponit.’ (Inst., III:24,8.) It is true, Calvin ascribes 
the damnation of the non-elect also to their own rejection of divine 
grace, which is offered to them in the ‘universal call’ of God through 
the preaching of the external Word; but this is one of the many in- 
consistencies of Calvinistic soteriology. In reality, according to the Cal- 
vinistic view, there is no divine grace for the non-elect, and hence there 
is no occasion for them to despise or reject it. He writes: ‘Only the 
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scriptural insistence by Calvinism on the partiality of divine grace 
is one of the greatest tragedies of its dour system and has given 
to the Reformed denominations that intolerable severity in teach- 
ing and living which distinguishes them so strikingly from the 
Lutheran churches. Alas, unable to bear the harsh yoke, prac- 
tically all Reformed denominations in recent years have in practise 
repudiated Calvin’s doctrine; however, they did not return to the 
Scriptural position, as espoused by Lutheranism, but chose the 
broad way of Modernism, as we shall point out later, with an 
adequate motivation of this disastrous course. 


The last fatal doctrine that prevents Calvinism from accepting 
the Scriptural doctrine of the means of grace is the inherent 
legalism of its system, which results in such a tragic commingling 
of Law and Gospel that Lutheranism with its blessed comfort of 
the gracious universal promises of the Gospel must ever remain 
to it both unintelligible and undesirable. We shall not occupy 
ourselves with the intense legalistic stress with which Calvinism 
has revived the Old Testament legal enactments and their corol- 
laries in their practical application to the Christian life. But this 
one-sided emphasis on Calvinistic legalism is not the worst fault of 
the Reformed system. The real tragedy of Calvinism consists in 
this, that in its system the Law has so completely overshadowed 
all teachings that nothing is left of the Gospel in its proper Scrip- 
tural and Lutheran sense. In fact, in Calvinism the Gospel itself 
has been frozen solidly into Law, so that it has no cheer or warmth 
for the poor sinner seeking divine grace but only ice-cold desola- 
tion and congealing rigor. Lutheranism defines the Gospel as the 
message of God’s grace in Christ Jesus, who died for the sins of 
all men and now x4e1ti offers to all men appealing to His grace life 
and salvation. Such a definition of the Gospel, however, is repug- 
nant to Calvinism. “The Calvinists deny the gratia universalis 
and the operation of the Holy Ghost through the divinely ap- 
pointed means of grace. In consequence of these errors they do 
not proclaim the universal Gospel-promises of grace to all sin- 


elect experience the inward power of the Spirit and receive in addition 
to the outward signs also the res or virtus sacramenti.’ (Inst., II: 24, 15; 
Consens. Tigur., c.16.) In short, according to Calvin, there is no saving 
grace for the non-elect, even though at times he charges the reprobi and 
impii with rejection of divine grace. In Calvin’s case this mode of speech 
is only a meaningless repetition of the language of orthodox Christianity, 
which rightly speaks of a rejection of divine grace on the part of the 
improbi and impii, since on the basis of Scripture it teaches that divine 
grace is universal and the divine call to salvation therefore serious. 
Grace can be rejected by men only in case it is seriously offered to all 
(vocatio seria), as our dogmaticians have always pointed out.” 
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ners but condition the sinner’s salvation on his compliance with 
the prescribed conditions on which God will accept the sinner.!5) 

Calvinism therefore cannot accept the Scriptural doctrine of 
the means of grace as proclaimed and defended by the Lutheran 
Church. Its only means of grace, in the final analysis, is the 
eternal, absolute predestination of God unto salvation. Upon that 
arbitrary, sovereign act of the almighty God depends a sinner’s 
salvation, and on nothing else. In the elect the Holy Spirit, in 
conformity with God’s eternal election, in due time, by immediate 
action, effects faith and regeneration and thus brings them to 
actual participation of Christ and His redemption, nevermore to 
fall away from grace, since the elect, once brought to faith, can 
never lose their faith but only its exercise.) But how can the 


15) Cf. Mueller, Christian Dogmatics, p. 484; Popular Symbolics, 
p. 223 ff.; Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, III, p. 291 ff.: “Daher kommt es, 
dass Calvinisten Definitionen vom Evangelium aufstellen, die tatsaechlich 
Gesetz sind und mit den Definitionen aller andern Werklehrer ueber- 
einstimmen. Sie beschreiben naemlich das Evangelium als blossen 
‘Heilsplan’ oder als eine Erklaerung der Bedingungen, durch deren 
Leistung der Mensch der goettlichen Gnade teilhaftig werde. Alexander 
Hodge antwortet auf die Frage: ‘What is included in the external call?’: 
11. A declaration of the plan of salvation. 2. A declaration of duty on the 
part of the sinner to repent and believe. 3. A declaration of the 
motives which ought to influence the sinner’s mind, such as fear or 
hope, remorse or gratitude. 4. A promise of acceptance in the case of all 
those who comply with the conditions’ (Outlines, p.333 ff.). Den Cal- 
vinisten ist das Evangelium alles andere, nur nicht die Verkuendigung 
und die Darbietung der von Christo erworbenen Vergebung der Suenden. 
Ebenso sagt Charles Hodge von dem ‘universal call’: ‘Being a proclama- 
tion of the terms on which God is willing to save sinners and an ex- 
hibition of the auty of fallen men in relation to that plan, it of necessity 
binds all those who are in the condition which the plan contemplates. 
It is in this respect analogous to the Moral Law’ (Syst. Theol., II:642). 
Nebenbei bemerkt: Aus dieser calvinistischen Auffassung des Evange- 
liums wird auch verstanden, in welchem Sinn selbst strenge Calvinisten 
gelegentlich von einem ‘general offer of the Gospel’ reden. Sie koennen 
im Widerspruch mit ihrer Lehre von der partikularen Gnade so reden, 
insofern sie unter Evangelium nicht die Proklamation der Vergebung 
der Suenden verstehen, die fuer alle und die einzelnen Personen der 
Menschenwelt durch Christum vorhanden ist, sondern die Bekannt- 
machung eines Grundsatzes oder die Bekanntmachung von einer Anzahl 
Pflichten und Bedingungen, die zunaechst ueberhaupt nicht auf Personen 
gehen, sondern erst dann eine Beziehung auf Personen gewinnen, wenn 
diese sich den Pflichten unterzogen und die gestellten Bedingungen er- 
fuellt haben.” In our opinion this is the keenest judgment which we 
have ever met with on the Calvinistic predicament in dealing with the 
Gospel. The system unfortunately has no place for the Gospel, and so 
it is transmuted into a quasi-Law, which has no comfort for the poor, 
miserable sinner who seeks remission of sins. This is the amazing 
tragedy of Calvinism’s one-sided emphasis on God’s sovereignty. 


16) “The Calvinistic dogma of final perseverance is a distortion of 
the Scripture teaching on final perseverance. The dogma: Once in grace, 
always in grace; no true believer can totally fall from grace, though 
he commit enormous sins, denies the Scripture teaching both as to tem- 
porary believers, Luke 8:13, and as to the temporary total loss of faith 
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repentant sinner, the believer in Christ, comfort himself in hours 
of spiritual trial with the assurance of his election? Calvinism, 
unable to point the individual sinner to the universal Gospel- 
promises, must direct him to the inward assurance of the divine 
grace wrought there immediately by the Holy Ghost, or the gratia 
infusa, if this papistic term may be employed in Calvinistic doctrine. 
W. Walther in his classic Lehrbuch der Symbolik, on the basis of 
Calvinistic writings, presents the matter thus: “‘Wenn wir die 
Gewissheit unserer Erwaehlung suchen, so muessen wir uns an 
die signa posteriora halten, die sichere Zeugnisse von ihr sind.’ 
‘Das Zeugnis der Erwaehlung ist die Berufung.’ Denn die Er- 
waehlten, und nur die, werden berufen. ‘Wir muessen also bei 
unserer Nachforschung den Weg einschlagen, dass wir von der 
Berufung Gottes ausgehen und bei ihr stehen bleiben.’ (Inst., III: 
24,1.4.) Da aber auch Nichterwaehlte berufen werden, so muss die 
Frage lauten: Bin ich wirksam berufen? Die wirksame Berufung 
schafft in mir den Glauben und das Bewusstsein der Vergebung 
und die Heiligung. Weil aber dies alles auch solche zu besitzen 
meinen, die schiesslich doch verworfen werden, so muss es noch 
genauer lauten: ‘Die, welche den Herrn Jesum wahrhaft glauben 
und ihn aufrichtig lieben, sich bemuehend, vor ihm in allem guten 
Gewissen zu wandeln, die koennen gewiss ueberzeugt sein, dass sie 
in dem Stand der Gnade sind, und koennen sich freuen in der 
Hoffnung der Herrlichkeit Gottes, welche Hoffnung sie niemals 
zuschanden werden laesst.’? (Westm., 579,11.) . . . ‘Hoechst selten,’ 
schreibt Calvin, ‘wird einer gefunden, dessen Herz nicht bisweilen 
von diesem Gedanken gequaelt wird: Woher sollte das Heil anders 
kommen als aus Gottes Erwaehlung? Was fuer eine Offenbarung 
gibt es ueber die Erwaehlung? Wenn dieser Gedanke einmal 
bei jemand maechtig geworden ist, so peinigt er entweder den 
Ungluecklichen mit schrecklichen Qualen oder macht ihn voellig 
bestuerzt.’ (Inst., III:14,4.)” That is Calvinism’s own admission 
that its rigid Law system has no other comfort for the troubled sin- 
ner than his own good works —his true faith, his true love, his 
eager endeavor to walk in purity of life and keep his conscience un- 
spotted. Such is the dreadful penalty which Calvinism must pay 
for casting aside the Scriptural doctrine of the means of grace. 
In his Fidei Ratio Zwingli said: “I believe, yea, I know, that all 


possible on the part of the elect.” (Pop. Symb., p.127.) Mueller, Christian 
Dogmatics, p. 436: “‘Tenendum est, quantumvis exigua sit ac debilis in 
electis fides, quia tamen Spiritus Dei certa illis arrha est ac sigillum suae 
adoptionis, nunquam ex eorum cordibus deleri posse eius sculpturam.’ 
(Inst., I:2,12). The doctrine of the inamissibility of faith is taught by 
the Calvinists to remove the uncertainty which the individual Reformed 
believer must feel with respect to his state of grace in view of the fact 
that he dare not believe in universal grace (gratia universalis).” 
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Sacraments not merely do not distribute or convey grace but not 
even bring or administer it.” (Cf. Pop. Symb., p. 215.) For cer- 
tainty of salvation he therefore had to point his followers to their 
good works, and thus he again landed in the camp of Romanism, 
which to escape he foolishly thought it necessary to reject the 
Biblical doctrine of the means of grace as promulgated by Luther 
on the basis of the clear Scripture-passages. 

It is perhaps needless to add that neither Zwingli nor Calvin 
practised according to their anti-Biblical theories, but pointed to 
the objective Scripture-promises in all cases where troubled 
Christians appealed to them for advice. W.Walther writes of 
this: “Darauf antwortet Calvin immer wieder mit Luther: Sie 
(die Heilsgewissheit) stuetzt sich auf die objektiven Verheissungen 
Gottes, deren scopus Christus ist. Denn weil wir in Christo 
erwaehlt sind, muessen wir, wenn wir unserer Erwaehlung gewiss 
sein wollen, unsern Blick auf Christum richten.’ (III:24,5.) (Cf. 
Lehrb. der Symbolik, p. 250.) Only, this “looking to Christ” did 
not satisfy Calvin as it did Luther; for Calvin, following his 
system of absolute predestination, had to admit such a thing as a 
vain looking to Christ, namely, in all those cases where the in- 
dividuals are non-elect. Calvinism has thus proved itself unable 
to comfort afflicted sinners because it refused to let them apply 
to themselves in all their full, rich comfort the objective promises 
of divine grace offered in the Gospel. Calvinism repudiated the 
means of grace; it therefore repudiated also the Gospel and the 
salvation which the Gospel holds out to sinners. For Calvinists 
to be saved means therefore to reject their false doctrines and by 
that “fortunate inconsistency” which often is found in errorists 
to believe and maintain in practise what is cast aside in theory. 


3 

Calvinism, in its rigid system of speculative truths, is in- 
herently rationalistic. It is so when it repudiates the means of 
grace ordained by God for the salvation of sinners. (Cf. the 
rationalistic axiom: God needs no dux or vehiculum when He 
comes to men.) It is so also when, in the final analysis, it comforts 
the sinner by the good works he has done (naturalism). But 
Calvinism is a most vexing and perturbing theological system, and 
since the means of grace must be repudiated anyway and salvation 
be secured by good works, Modernism represents the theological 
line of least resistance, which innate Calvinistic rationalism natur- 
ally suggests. It is therefore not strange that Modernism has made 
such dreadful havoc in Calvinistic circles, rejecting the means of 
grace in their entirety, together with Christ’s vicarious atonement, 
and teaching ex professo salvation by good works. Modernism has 
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no means of grace, since it has no grace at all to bestow. It repre- 
sents a complete return to the pagan teaching of work-righteous- 
ness and demands of the individual nothing more than some efforts 
to placate the existing deity by good deeds. No matter by what 
name Modernism may seek to ingratiate itself, whether by one that 
is seemingly orthodox or by one that proclaims its paganism openly, 
it is just this and nothing more. 

The type at present popular in many circles is a mediating 
one, ingratiating itself as a quasi-return to Christian orthodoxy. 
Thus Kagawa of Japan writes in his widely read book Christ and 
Japan: “Christ is able to save not only the individual but society 
as well. How, then, can society be saved? By actually realizing 
through the development of the cooperative movement the brother- 
hood love and the socialized love which Christianity in various 
forms conserved across a period of nineteen hundred years. Then, 
if we utilize it on an international scale and in the interests of 
world peace, the benefits derived from such cooperative effort, war 
will be definitely eliminated from the life of mankind.” (P. 125.) 
Before this he had written: “Christ gave His life for love. This 
love it is that moves me. Christ, who died for sinners, summons 
us to become the concrete expression of this redeeming love to 
the so-called scum of society, of the nation and of the world. I am 
profoundly convinced that aside from the practise of redeeming 
love there is no way to dedicate our capital, our machines, and our 
social order to God.” (P.115.) Kagawa is only carrying out the 
socialized program of orthodox Calvinism in action. 

No less famous than Kagawa, indeed even more so, is Karl 
Barth, who is now holding forth in Switzerland, after the Nazi 
government expelled him from Germany. Barthianism has been 
repudiated at various times by orthodox Calvinists, but Barthian- 
ism is nothing else than Calvinism in modern application and 
approach. In Barth’s system we find Calvin’s principle of the 
sovereignty of God and man’s utter helplessness in the destiny- 
shaping hands of God and also his tenet of the utter unreliability 
of the means of grace (the Word and the Sacraments) to reveal 
God to man, so that man can come into contact with God only 
through His immediate self-revelation, which occurs, of course, 
when man contemplates the Holy Scriptures. The Bible, accord- 
ing to Barthianism, is not the Word of God, but by studying it, 
the “Word of God” reveals itself in man. Here we have Calvin’s 
old principle of the Holy Spirit’s immediate action upon man’s 
soul. No wonder Dr. Brunner is now lecturing in Princeton." 


17) There are so many good books on Barthianism that one hardly 
knows which one to recommend. Often mentioned are the following: 
A Conservative Looks to Barth and Brunner. An Interpretation of 
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No one would feel inclined to connect Neo-Thomism with 
Calvinism, just as little as the casual observer would join Calvinism 
with Romanism in general. But the undercurrents of basic 
thoughts are the same in both apparently so contradictory systems. 
Neo-Thomism is a revival of the philosophy of Thomas Aquinas 
against the atheistic isms of today, such as humanism, behaviorism, 
atomism, secularism, positivism, and the like. But Neo-Thomism 
is intrinsically rationalistic, as also historic Calvinism is intrin- 
sically rationalistic. The common denominator of both is a sanc- 
tified intellectualism which opposes itself to the Schleiermacherian 
emphasis on feeling in religion. Both, too, are strictly theocentric, 
just as the isms which Neo-Thomism opposes are basically an- 
thropocentric. Both again seek the cure of modern social ills 
not in the preaching of the Gospel but in an intensified activity 
of the Church as the “embryo of the world.” 18) 

The old bland naturalism of a decade ago, which finally turned 
out to be only a crude sort of pantheism, is now being replaced by 
a new supernaturalism, which again acknowledges God’s trans- 
cendence and rejects the crass, atheistic mechanicalism of yester- 
day. But in this again we find an application of the orthodox 
Calvinistic principle of the sovereignty of God. So also is religious 
experimentalism, commonly joined more or less with religious 
mysticism, innately kin to Calvinistic subjectivism, which, as we 
have shown, seeks assurance of salvation in the mysterious un- 
mediated operation of the Holy Ghost in the soul of the called. 
Both Schleiermacher and Kierkegaard center their mysticism at 
this very point, which later was to be developed in a more virile, 
aggressive form by Barth-Brunner. Even Niebuhr’s ethical col- 
lectivism may be viewed as a faint, modernized reflection of 
Calvinism’s program of mass redemption by group ethization. It is 
of course not our intention to blame Calvinism for every possible 
modern departure from divine truth, just as little as Lutheranism 
can be blamed for the myriad social and religious disturbances 
that followed upon the Reformation. Calvinism, nevertheless, has 
wielded an unspeakable influence upon the religious thought of 


Barthian Theology, by Holmes Rolston; The Teaching of Karl Barth, by 
R.B. Hoyle. These are somewhat old, but they are nevertheless useful. 
Brief, but helpful articles appeared in the Religious Digest of 1938 and 
before. We recommend for comparison the articles in the September 
number of the Religious Digest, 1938, “Emil Brunner Comes to Amer- 
ica”; “Why I Am Not a Barthian,” — the latter a very good criticism of 
Barthianism from the orthodox Calvinistic viewpoint. 


18) Present Theological Tendencies, by E.E. Aubrey; Present Ten- 
dencies in Religious Thought, by A.C.Knudson; Religious Realism, by 
D. C. Macintosh; Trends of Christian Thinking, by C. S. Macfarland. 
These are some of the many books which may aid the reader in gaining 
a survey of modern religious thought. 
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today, and through the inherent rationalism of its system, by which 
it, in a very one-sided manner, exalts the sovereignty of God, 
rejects the means of grace as the instruments through which the 
Holy Spirit operates toward man’s salvation, limits the divine 
counsel of salvation, emphasizes the feeling of salvation as the 
source and foundation of its assurance, it has opened wide the 
doors for a thousand enthusiastic schemes in religion. By its 
subjective experimentalism Calvinism finally drifts back to scholas- 
ticism, and in both we find those potent rationalistic germ thoughts 
which today bud out into ever new varieties of man-made religious 


schemes and speculations. ‘ 


But they do not matter. All the isms of the world do not 
matter. They float about for a while in the air like white summer 
clouds and then disappear. But they do waste much precious 
time, which really belongs to the study and preaching of the Gospel. 
God’s ancient rule stands even today: “For after that, in the 
wisdom of God, the world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased 
God 816 tis pwoias tod xnovypatos oHou tods motevovtas,” 1 Cor. 1:21. 
This verse of learned, loyal St. Paul was central in Luther’s Refor- 
mation. God indeed is sovereign, and never was God’s sovereignty 
more majestically stressed than in Luther’s De Servo Arbitrio. 
But Luther did not place the sovereign God into the center of the 
Christian religion, which he preached anew. While Calvin was 
preeminently a Law-preacher, Luther was preeminently a Gospel- 
preacher. Luther preached the Law only as ancillary to the 
Gospel, and it was the God of the Gospel, the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, reconciled by the death of His Son, upon whom 
he gazed in all his theological thinking and preaching. In the 
center of his religious thought beamed the grace of God in Christ 
Jesus, — grace for all, and plenary grace to cover all sin. And 
this grace of God in Christ, the merita Christi, Luther sought to 
obtain not in some immediate divine action but in the Gospel and 
the Sacraments, which his simple childlike faith received and 
trusted as a loving child trusts a father’s promise. There is where 
we must take our stand today in the maelstrom of confusing 
religious thought, proclaimed by errorists who, “ever learning, are 
yet never able to come to the knowledge of the truth” (2 Tim. 3:7), 
no matter how learned they may seem to be. As we as a Church 
enter into the second century of our existence, may we hold fast 
also to the doctrine of the means of grace, which Luther again 
proclaimed to the world in its whole purity and guard against the 
rationalistic idiosyncrasies both of Calvinistic and papistic en- 
thusiasts. Also of Calvinism as such it is true what Luther said 
of Papism: Simpliciter est merus enthusiasmus. 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 
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Chrijti Selbftzenqnis vow feiner Perjon und feinem Amt 
Matth. 16, 13-19 


Sn der auperen Chrijtenheit herrfcht heutgutage erfcdhreclicde Blind- 
heit in begug auf da$ Wejen des Chrijtentums. Chrijtus wird mander- 
ort nicht gepriefen als der etvige Gottesfohn und der einige Heiland der 
Menfehen. Wuf die Frage: Wie twerde ich bor Gott gerecht und felig? 
wird nicht geanttwortet: Wus Gnaden, um Chrijfti twillen, durch den 
Glauben, jfondern die Menfchen werden Hingetwiejen auf ire eigenen 
Werfe und Verdienjte. Der twefentliche Unterjchied giwifden der chrijt- 
lichen Religion und allen andern Religionen ijt aufgehoben. Wus der 
hrijtliden Religion wird eine Werfreligion gemacht, wahrend fie doch 
die Gnadenreligion ijt. 

Die jogenannten Modernijten unfer3 Landes haben mit allen 
twefentlichen Stiicfen de3 Chrijtentums aufgeraumt. Gie beriverfen die 
ewige Gottheit unfer$ Heilandes, feine Sungfrauengeburt, fein Ver- 
fohnungsleiden, jeine Wuferjtehung und Himmelfahrt. Gie fagen, man 
miiffe nicht gu ftarf da3 Yenjeits betonen, fondern mehr Geiwicht auf das 
Diesfeits Legen. Diefe gottlofen Lehren twerden verbreitet durch die 
Krefje, die Rangel, das Radio. 

Wir wijfen, dak das Wefentlicke des Chrijtentums in Chrijti 
Rerfon und Amt befteht, namlic&h dak YEjus fet der ewige Gottesfohn 
und der Heiland aller Menfden. Cin Prediger, der recht gu Chrifto 
jteht, wird feine Gemeinde felig machen; und wer nicht recht gu Chrijto 
fteht, ijt ein Wolf und falfcher Prophet. Wir haben eS daher ndtig, 
dab wir uns aus Gottes Wort immer wieder in unferer Stellung gu 
SCfu ftarfen. 

Nun fann man fagen, die gange Bibel ift ein Beugnis bon Chrijti 
Perfon und Amt. Wile Propheten und Apoftel begeugen mit einer 
Stimme, dak Chrijtus Gottes Sohn und der einige Heiland der 
Welt ijt. Petrus jagt: ,,BWon diefem geugen alle Propheten, dak durch 
feinen Namen alle, die an ifn glauben, Bergebung der Giinden 
empfaben follen.“ Doch, will man einen UnterfchiedD madden, fo fann 
man fagen, dak der bornehmite Vetweis fiir Chrifti Perfon und Amt 
fein Gelbjtzeuqni3 ijt. Man fagt, FEfus felbft Habe fich nicht fiir 
Gottes etwigen Sohn gebhalten; diefe Lehre fet fpater von der Kirche 
entivictelt tworden. Hdren wir daher, was SEjus auf Grund bon 
Matth. 16 von fich felbjt halt. 

Bunacdjt erinnere ich dDaran, daB das Changelium Yohannis bez 
fonders reich ijt an Mitteilungen bon YEfju Selbjtzeugnijjen. Rap. 3, 16 
nennt er fich Gottes eingebornen Sohn. Rap. 4,26 fagt er gu der 
Samariterin, er fet der Meffias. Ym 5. Rapitel verteidigt er fid, dab 
er dDen Rranfen am Gabbattage gefund gemacht hat. Er fagt: Bh 
bin der Sohn Gottes, der Richter der Welt, genieRe mit dem Vater 
gleihe Ehre. Bm 6. Kapitel, nach der Speifung der Fiinftaufend, nennt 
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er fich Das Brot deS Leben, der das etwige Leben gibt und die Seinen 
aufertwedt. Ym 8. Rapitel fagt er: 8h bin das Licht der Welt”; 
neve dann Wbraham ward, bin ids”. Bm 9. Rapitel fagt er gu dem 
Blindgebornen: Bch bin der Sohn Gottes. Ym 10. RKapitel nennt er 
fich Den guten Hirten und fagt: ,,3ch und der Vater find eins”; 11,25: 
nv bin die Wuferftehung und das Leben“; 14,6: ,,.$ch bin der Weg 
und die Wahrheit und das Leben.“ Bm 15. Kapitel ftellt er fich dar 
alg den Iebengebenden Weinjtod. Ym 17. Kapitel, im hohepriefterlicen 
Gebet, betont er feine wefentlide Cinheit mit dem Vater. Yn den 
Abfdhiedsreden und im hobhepriejterlicen Gebet, Rap. 14—17, nennt er 
49mal Gott feinen Vater. Kap. 18,37 befennt er vor Pilatus: Du 
fagit e3, id) bin ein Konig.” Ym 21. RKapitel ftellt er fich dar als den 
grogen Hirten der Schafe und als den Richter der Welt: So ich will, 
Dap er bleibe, bid ich fommme, was gehet eS dich an?“ 

Qn unferm Text gibt nun der HErr jelbjt Veranlafjung dazu, dah 
e3 zu einem flaren Gelbjtgeugnis feinerjeitS fommt. Cr tut ¢3 in der 
Weife, dak ex gunachit fragt, was die Leute und die Diinger bon ihm 
halten, und dann felbjt fagt, was er bon fich halt. Wir Tefen in unferm 
Text: ,Da fam SEfus in die Gegend der Stadt Cajarea Philippi und 
fragte feine Sitnger und fprach: Wer fagen die Leute, dak des Menz 
feen Sohn fei? Cie jpracen: Ctliche jfagen, du feiejt Sohannes der 
Taufer; die andern, du feieft Elias; etlicde, du feieft Neremias oder 
der Propheten einer.“ Der HErr jtand am Ende feiner Lehrtatigfeit. 
€r hatte in Qudda und Galilaa und iiber deren Grengen hinaus ge- 
predigt und Zeichen und Wunder getan. Gein Wuftreten hatte Cin- 
Drucf gemacht. Niemand hatte fich deffen vodllig ertwehren fonnen. Und 
fo war biel Fragens in bezgug auf feine Perfon und fein Amt. Das ift 
fo geblieben wahrend der verfloffenen giveitaufend Sabre und twird fo 
bleiben bi an das Ende der Tage. Der Teufel moichte gerne das Ge- 
dachinis SCju vodllig auslofden. Cr hat e3 verjucht in den Chrijten- 
berfolgungen, durch Spotter wie Voltaire und neuerdings in Rupland, 
aber e8 twird ihm nicht gelingen. DEfus ijt gefebt gum Fall und Xuf- 
erjtehen und zu einem Beiden, dem iwiderjproden wird, auf dak vieler 
Herzen Gedanfen offenbar werden. 

Die Buden bildeten ficeh nun aud ein Urteil iiber FEfum. Die 
Singer antworten YEfu, was das Volf von ihm denkt. Die Pharifaer 
und Sdhriftgelehrten erflaren in ihrer blindDen Wut, YEfus habe den 
Teufel, treibe die Teufel aus durch Beelgebub; er fet ein Weinfaufer 
und der Giinder Freund. Diefem unfinnigen Urteil jtimmten dic 
Leute nidt zu. BEfu Perjon und ganges Auftreten jtrafte fie Liigen. 
Auch heute bilden fic) Menfcjen iiber YEjum ein lrteil. Das fallt oft 
abnlich aus wie bei den Quden. YEfus ijt ein meifer Mann, ein Prophet, 
ein frommer Mann, ein Tugendheld, ein gropartiges Vorbild, tie twir 
wandeln und mit Gott verfehren follen, der edeljte und vornefhmite 
aller Menfden. Das ift das Urteil der Vernunft. Go redet 3. B. 
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Sosdic in Netw York. Wer FEjum laftert und in den Kot sieht, findet 
unter anjtandigen Menjcjen feinen AUnhang. Gelbjt die heutigen Yuden 
fangen an, iiber das Radio refpeftvoll bon YEju gu reden. 

Wie fpricht fich nun SCjus itber das Urteil der Leute aus? Lobt 
er fie? Gagt er ettwa, ihre Renntnis fet gwar unvollfommen, aber er 
freue fich iiber dad, twas fie iiber ihn urteilten? Nichts bon alledem. 
Gr meijt ihr Urteil auf das entidiedenjte ab. Wer FEjum auf gleice 
Stufe jtellt mit Johannes oder einem Propheten, dem ijt die Perjon 
YGju noch ein volliges Geheimnis. E83 ijt twidhtig, dak mir uns dies 
merfen. Die Yuden Hatten e3 beffer twiffen fonnen und die heutigen 
Modernijten auch. 

Der HErr verwirft rundweg das Urteil der Yuden, indem er gar 
nit Darauf eingeht, fondern fich furgerhand an feine Siinger mendet: 
,»Wer fagt denn ihr, daB ich fet? ‘Yueic S& tiva we Agyete elvan; 
Nun ergreift Petrus das Wort und befennt im Namen aller Finger: 
,Ou bijt Chrijtus, des Lebendigen GotteS Sohn.“ Xd ef 6 Xquotic, 
6 vidc tod deod tot CHvtoc. Dies ift eins der fiirgeften Befenntnifje, die 
bon SGju abgelegt worden find; aber e3 ijt allumfafjend. Bu diefem 
Vefenntnis fann man nichts hingutun und nichts davon abnehmen. C3 
enthalt alles, was die Schrift iiber JEjum fagt und was er felbjt iiber 
feine Perfon und fein Wmt gelehrt hat. 

Der HErr hatte die Frage gejtellt: ,Wer jagen die Leute, dak des 
Menfehen Sohn fei?” Er wollte aljo Antwort darauf haben, was fie 
iiber feine Perfon und fein Amt urteilten. Hierauf antwortet Petrus: 
Du Menfchenfohn bijt der Sohn de3 lebendigen Gottes. Sn begzug auf 
Chrijti Perjfon befennt alfo Petrus, dak er Gott und Menfoh in einer 
Perjon ijt, wahrhaftiqer Gott, vom Vater in Cwigkeit qeboren, und aud 
wahrhaftiger Menjch, von der Bungfrau Maria geboren. Er befennt 
da, twas die Kirche in den drei Sfumenifden Befenntnijjen ausfagt. 
Doch Petrus befennt auch: Du bift Chrijtus, alfo nicht Yohannes, auch 
nicht ein Prophet, jondern der Meffias, der Gefalbte, von dem alle 
Propheten geiweisfagt haben und dem Yohannes den Weg bereitet hat. 
Du bijt der Erlofer und Seligmacher, gu dem Swe in die Welt gefom- 
men, um Gimnde, Tod und Teufel gu iibertvinden und Leben, Heil und 
Geligfeit 3u bringen. 

Dies war die Antwort, die Petrus gab auf die Wufforderung SEfu, 
die Viinger follten fich itber fjeine Perfon und fein Wmt ausfprechen. 
Wie jtellt fich nun YEfus gu diefem Befenntnis? CSagt der GHErr gu 
Petrus: ,Du Haft e3 auch nicht getroffen; ich Habe euch nun fo lange 
unterrichtet, und ihr mikt noch nicht, wer ich bin”? Nichts von alledem. 
liber Dies Befenntnis ijt der HErr hoch erfreut. Dagu befennt ex fich 
voll und gang und madjt e3 durch vier Wusfagen gu dem feinigen, er- 
hartet und beftatigt e8. Yn feiner Wntwort haben wir ein gewaltiges 
Selbjtzeugnis SEfu von feiner Perjfon und feinem Amt. 

1. Querft ruft der HErr ihm gu: ,,Selig bijt du, Simon, Yonas’ 
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Sohn.” Hiermit erflart er: C3 ijt fo, wie du gefagt Haft. Sch bin der 
Gohn deS lebendigen Gotte3, mit ihm gleichen Wefen3; und ich bin in 
Die Welt gefommen, um die Menfden felig gu machen. Und da du 
allein auf mich baujt, fo bijt du erldjft bon Tod und Teufel und ein 
feliger Menfd. Der HErr fagt hier, dak feine Perfon und fein Amt 
das Wefentliche in feiner Lehre find. Wahrend die Propheten und 
Apoftel von fich auf YEfum tweifen, weit FCjus auf fich, will alles fein 
und als Heiland geehrt fein. Wir Prediger miiffen dDaher alle Lehre 
verabjdeuen, die FEju dieje Ehre raubt, ihn degradiert, indem fie ihn 
auf gleiche Stufe mit Propheten und weifen Leuten ftellt. 

2. Der HErr fagt weiter zu Petrus: ,Fleifeh und Blut hat dir 
das nicht offenbaret, fondern mein Vater im Himmel.” Fleifc und 
Blut ift der Menfch nach feinem natiirlicen Denfen und Vermdgen, 
feinem Berjtand, feiner RKRiugheit und Weisheit, jeinen Wiinfehen und 
BVegierden. Mun ijt e3 wahr, der Menfch fann manches auf dem natiir- 
lichen Gebiet erforfehen und erfennen. Und gerade in unjern Tagen 
haben die Menjchen viele Naturfrafte entdedt und fie in ihren Dienft 
gejtellt; aber alle Weisheit der Menjchen hat das Cvangelium bon 
Chrijto nicht entdect. Baulus fehreibt 1 Nor.2: ,,s ijt eine heimliche, 
verborgene Weisheit, welche Gott verordnet hat vor der Welt, welche 
feiner bon Den Oberften diefer Welt erfannt hat; denn wo fie die 
erfannt Hatten, batten jie den HErrn der Herrlichfeit nicht qefreugiget.“ 

Der Sak , SEfus ijt der Chrijt, der Sohn Gottes” ijt fo munder- 
bar, Dak fein Wuge gefeyen, fein Ohr gehdrt und in feines Menjehen 
Herz gefommen ijt, was darin gefagt wird. JEfus jagt au Petrus: 
Mein Vater hat eS dir geoffenbart. Gott offenbart feinen Gobhn, indem 
er einmal in dem Wort ihn als jeinen lieben Gobhn verfiindet, den er 
feit Cwigfeit dagu bejtimmt hat, aller Welt Heiland gu fein, und zum 
andern, indem er Durch den mwerten Heiligen Geijt das Herz des Menz- 
fen umandert, fo dag er YEfum erfennt und ifn annimmt. Hier 
erflart aljo SEfus, dak fein Vater dafiir forgt, da ihm voll und gang 
Die Chre gutcil wird, dafB er Gottes etwiger Sohn und der Heiland der 
Welt ijt. Alle Menjfchentweisheit und -Flugheit Hhilft in feiner Weife 
dazu, YEfum gu erfennen. Colche Erfenntnis ijt gang und gar Gottes 
Werf und weit erhaben iiber alle Gelehrjamfeit diefer Welt. Wir 
diirfen uns Daher nicht dDadurch irremachen [affen, dak viele gelehrte 
Neute die Lehre von Chrijto fiir Torheit und sirgernis halten. Unfer 
Heiland jagt: Bch preife dich, Vater und HErr Himmels und der 
Erde, dag du folches den Weifen und Kiugen verborgen Haft und halt 
e3 den Unmiindigen offenbaret. Ya, Vater, denn e3 ijt alfo twobhl- 
gefallig getwefen bor dir’, Matth. 11, 25. 26. 

3. Weiter rihmt der HErr das Befenntnis Petri, indem er fagt: 
»Du bift Petrus, und auf diefen Felfen will ih bauen meine Gemeinde, 
und die Pforten der Holle follen fie nicht iiberwwaltigen.” YEfus erflart 
hier, Dak er der Fels fei, bon dem in der Schrift biel geredet wird. 
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Der jteht fejt und unbetweglid. Wie die tiitenden Wellen ihre Kraft 
perjdivenden an einem Fels im Meer, fo fann das gange hollijde Heer 
mit all feinem Anhang gegen Chrijtum nichts ausridten, tweil er gott- 
lige Kraft und Macht befigt. Wuf diefen Feljen hat fic) Petrus durdh 
fein Befenntnis geftellt und ijt Daher ein Felfenmann, dem niemand 
etivaS anbaben fann. Und auf mic, den Felfen, fagt SCfus, will id 
bauen meine Gemeinde, alle Glaubigen aller Zeiten, und darum ijt fie 
fier trob alles Wiitens des Teufels. GStehen wir alfo auf Chrijto, 
dem Felfen, dann fonnen wir der bofen Welt trogen und getrojt unfer 
Wmt verrichten. 

4. ,Und will dir des Himmelreihs Schlitijel geben. Wiles, was 
du auf Erden binden twirjt, fol auch im Himmel gebunden fein, und 
alles, mas du auf Erden Ldfen mirjt, foll auch im Himmel [03 fein.“ 
Dies ijt eine gang majejtatifche Wusfage. Hier befernnt der OHErr, dap 
er Der HErr deS Himmels ijt, dak er die Schlitjjel des Simmel3' habe, 
der den Himmel auffedhlieken fann, wenn er will, und ihn gujchliefen, 
wenn er will, Sft er Der HErr des Himmels, fo ijt er twahrer Gott und 
weit erhaben itber alle Propheten, Wpojtel und Engel, Gottes ewiger, 
einiger Gohn. 

Dies ijt das Selbftzeugni3 YEju. Wir fprechen mit Petrus: ,,Ou 
bijt Chrijtus, des lebendigen Gottes Sohn”, und preijen Gott, dak wir 
an ifn glauben und ibn verfiinden diirfen. &- PF. 


<4~<6—> 
cor 





The Doctrine of Justification According to 
Duns Scotus, Doctor Subtilis 


In his book Die Theologie des Johannes Duns Scotus, Seeberg 
compares Duns Scotus with Luther and maintains that Luther’s 
conflict with Rome was chiefly directed against Duns Scotus. This 
is true to some extent, especially in regard to the question of free 
will and grace. On September 15, 1516, when Bartholomew 
Bernhardi upheld his professor’s distinctive views in a disputation 
for the degree of Sententiarius, Luther declared open war against 
every form of Scotism, or, more correctly stated, against every form 
of Pelagianism, Semi-Pelagianism, and Gregorianism;* and this 


* Pelagianism taught that man can without grace keep the com- 
mandments of God. Semi-Pelagianism taught that in spite of the Fall, 
man can of himself decide whether or not he will accept or reject the 
assistance of grace; but because of the Fall, man needs the assistance of 
grace for actually keeping the commandments. Gregorianism (after 
Gregory the Great) taught that owing to the Fall, man cannot decide to 
accept or reject the assistance of grace. Prevenient grace must first put 
man in a position in which he can then decide either for or against grace. 
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war continued until Erasmus was induced to take up arms against 
Luther and Luther wrote his monumental work De Servo Arbitrio, 
In this part of the conflict with Rome, Luther championed sola 
gratia. 

However, Luther also came in conflict with Rome in the ques- 
tion of justification by faith, and in the doctrine of justification 
there was no great difference between Thomas Aquinas and Duns 
Scotus, for both held that man is justified by the infusion of grace. 
Now, when Luther finally broke through with the Scriptural doc- 
trine of sola fide, he not only waged war against Pelagianism and 
Semi-Pelagianism to which Augustine had nearly given the death- 
blow but which had meanwhile revived and now, together with 
Gregorianism, reigned within the Church, but he also came in con- 
flict with the Augustinian doctrine of justification, which, though 
originated and developed before Augustine, had through the labors 
of Augustine become the accepted doctrine of the Church. The 
conflict with Rome may therefore be described as follows: in the 
doctrine of free will and grace—against Scotism, i.e., against 
every form of Pelagianism, Semi-Pelagianism, and Gregorianism; 
in the doctrine of justification — against Augustinianism, i. e., as 
Augustine’s doctrine had come down and was then being taught by 
both Scotists and Thomists. 


Since the days of Anselm all English theologians spoke much 


of the freedom of the will, and this is especially true of Duns 
Scotus (taught in Oxford, Paris, and Cologne, d. 1308); but in the 
hands of Duns, since he practically denied original sin, this em- 
phasis on free will became Semi-Pelagianism, or rather Pela- 
gianism. 

According to Duns the will of man is always free (Sent., II, 
d. 25, No.6). This cannot be proved theoretically but only through 
experience, and therefore “those who deny that something happens 
contingently ought to be exposed to the tortures until they concede 
that it is possible that they be not tortured” (Sent., I, d. 39, No. 18). 
That the will wills as it wills is due to the will itself; for “nothing 
else than the will is the cause of the entire volition of the will” 
(Sent., II, d. 25, No. 22). Since the will of man is always free, and 
since the will itself is the only determining cause of the will, there- 
fore man bears guilt or merits a reward. 

Adam, being endowed with free will, was capable of falling 


If man decides to cooperate with grace, he can with the help of grace 
carry out the commandments. According to Pelagianism natural man is 
spiritually well; according to Semi-Pelagianism natural man is spir- 
itually sick; according to Gregorianism natural man is in a state of 
spiritual coma; according to Scripture natural man is spiritually dead. 
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into sin, and in his nature, as in every nature, there existed con- 
cupiscence; i.e., the sensuous nature was liable to rebel against 
the spiritual nature. Therefore, if Adam was to remain without sin, 
he had to have the “superadded gift,” the “supernatural gift” 
(II, d. 23, Nos. 6,7), the “restraining rein” (II, d.32, No.7), which 
kept the lower powers subject to the higher powers, i.e., kept the 
appetite subject to reason. Adam was capable of receiving and of 
keeping this imparted grace, and therefore he was obligated to 
righteousness. It was a debt which he owed to God. But when 
man does not receive this imparted grace or does not keep it, he 
does not possess righteousness, and this non-possession of, this 
absence or want of, righteousness is guilt. Original Sin is therefore 
defined by Duns as “the privation” of original righteousness. Duns 
expressly denies that it consists in concupiscence; for that is some- 
thing “natural” to man (II, d.30, q. 2, No.3). 

Original righteousness was given to Adam for himself and “for 
all [his] children,” and “by virtue of such gifts the will of every 
child of his becomes a debtor” and owes “the original righteous- 
ness.” But Adam lost the original righteousness, and therefore 
every child of Adam “is lacking it” (II, d.32, No.8). It is self- 
evident that the Scriptural doctrine of an inherited guilt and an 
inherited corruption is here completely denied. We have inherited 
only a debt. 

The teaching of Duns in regard to actual sin is in harmony 
with his theory of original sin. Sin is the “privation of that 
harmony” (II, d. 37, No. 3), owing to the absence of original justice, 
and is sin “because it is [done] voluntarily” (IV, d.15, q.3, No.3). 
Now, when a man transgresses the Law of God, “he lacks actual 
righteousness, which he owes. ... This absence, as far as it comes 
from the deficient will, . . . is formally actual sin” (IV, d.37, No.6). 
Sin, however, does not corrupt nature but merely wounds it; for 
the “continuous absence of righteous” makes nature “incapable of 
right use” (IV, d.37, No. 10). In other words, the repetition of evil 
deeds breeds an evil habit, whereby man is hindered in the exercise 
of his free will towards the good. Man’s life is therefore not sinful 
but is filled with isolated sins; and herein Duns fully agrees with 
Pelagius. But Duns differed from Pelagius in this, that he taught 
that through habitual sin free will is hindered and weakened, while 
Pelagius taught that free will remains always the same. 

Christ merited for us “the first grace by which we should be 
joined to Him” (III, d.19, No.5), and this grace is that habitus of 
love through which the Holy Spirit inclines the will of man to do 
a meritorious work. “By the same habitus by which the Holy 
Spirit dwells in the soul the will is inclined to its meritorious work” 
(II, d. 27, No.3). Grace and love are materially the same, but 
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formally they are to be distinguished. The habitus is called love 
inasmuch as by it we love God; it is called grace inasmuch as by 
it we are loved of God (II, d.27, No.4). As grace this habitus 
equips man with a certain “worthiness,” for which sake “God ac- 
cepts him that has it as worthy of the honor of salvation” (II, d. 27, 
No.4). “Man can by his own natural endowments in a state of 
nature love God above all things” (III, d.27, No. 15), but he needs 
the habitus imparted by God in order that he may meritoriously 
love God and thus earn salvation. That such an act is accepted by 
God as meritorious is due to the will of God and not to the act 
itself. “I consider it to be of a meritorious nature because it is 
thus accepted by divine will in the order for remuneration or to be 
acceptable or to be accepted as worthy” (I, d.17, q.2, No. 24). 
Nor is any act in itself worthy of salvation. That is due to the 
liberality of God. “God remunerates more than has been merited 
by a worthy merit, indeed, generally beyond the worthiness of an 
act which is a merit, because such act is regarded as a worthy 
(condign) merit, i. e., above nature and the inner goodness of the 
act, merely because of the divine gracious acceptation; and per- 
haps, even more than that, which according to common law would 
be acceptable because God remunerates merely because of liber- 
ality” (I, d.17, q. 2, No. 26). 

Grace is infused in man through the Sacraments of the Church. 
“Our Sacraments, which are effective in the power of Christ’s 
Passion, convey more grace than the Sacraments of the old Law. 
Besides this we have more helps of grace because we have more 
Sacraments” (III, d.40, No.7). Duns defines a Sacrament as 
“a sensible sign, which efficaciously signifies by divine appointment 
the grace of God or the gracious effect of God and is ordained for 
the salvation of man the pilgrim” (IV, d.2, No.9). In opposition 
to Aquinas, who held that in the Sacrament there is present 
“a virtue for producing the sacramental effect,” Duns held that 
“the receiving of the Sacrament signifies, not indeed through some 
intrinsic form, . . . but only through the aid of God, who causes 
that effect, not of absolute necessity but by a necessity that has 
regard to the power ordained. For God has made the appointment 
universal and has certified to the Church that on him who receives 
such a Sacrament He will confer the signified effect” (IV, d.1, 
q. 5, No. 13). The Sacraments are therefore mere symbols, signify- 
ing the effect of God’s grace. However, if the sinner is to receive 
grace, he must receive the Sacrament; for “this is the excellency 
of the Sacraments of the New Law that the receiving of them is 
a disposition sufficient for [the receiving of] grace” (IV, d.19, 
No. 24). In other words, even though the Sacraments are mere 
symbols of the grace effected, they must nevertheless be received 
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by the sinner if he is to receive grace. Note how Duns continually 
attacks the doctrine of the Church and then in a roundabout way 
returns to some extent to the doctrine of the Church. We noted 
before how Duns maintained that man could by nature love God 
above all things. This thought, if consistently carried out, would 
have destroyed the whole sacramentarianism of the Church. But 
Duns returned to the doctrine of the Church when he maintained 
that man could not without grace meritoriously love God and thus 
earn salvation. Duns severely criticized not only the contem- 
porary theologians but also all the theologians before him, and yet 
he was always willing to submit to the doctrine of the Church. 

We turn to the doctrine of justification itself. Duns treats this 
doctrine in conjunction with the sacrament of penance. When man 
has committed a mortal sin, he is able by attrition, the “contrition 
of the gallows” as Luther called it, to prepare himself for the 
reception of grace; for thereby he establishes a merit of fitness 
(meritum de congruo). “Adults are justified by attrition, as it 
were, by a merit of fitness” (IV, d.19, No.32). “God disposes to 
give as a merit of fitness in some moment grace, and because of 
such attrition, as for a merit, He justifies, because it is a merit 
of [deserving] justification” (IV, d.14, g.2, No.15). When this 
attrition has lasted long enough, as God has determined, grace 
is infused, and through the infusion of grace the attrition is 
changed to contrition, since love is thus imparted to man. “That 
emotion is called attrition and is a disposition or a merit of 
fitness for the extinction of mortal sin, which follows in the last 
moment of a definite time, as long as the attrition has lasted... . 
No disposition can be more sufficient for that justification than 
that attrition which is completely indicated in the manner of 
ethics, so that then, in the last moment or in any moment as long 
as God has determined that [such] attrition shall endure in order 
that it be a merit of fitness for justification, grace is infused, and 
then sin is completely wiped out. ... The same emotion which at 
first was attrition becomes in that moment contrition, because in 
that moment it is accompanied by grace, and thus [it becomes] 
a complete act, for it has with it love, which is the [complete] form 
of the act” (IV, d.14, q. 2, No. 14). 

Thomas held that the forgiveness of sin followed the infusion 
of grace, whereby sin is destroyed. But Duns distinguished be- 
tween the infusion of grace and the forgiveness of sin. He held 
that the former is the “actual change,” while the latter is an “ideal 
change.” The infusion of grace actually transforms man, but for- 
giveness of sin makes man no longer liable to punishment. Which, 
then, occurs first? Since the infusion of grace is more intimately 
related to the glorification and gracious acceptance of man, it has 
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priority in the divine will over the forgiveness of sin; but in the 
execution of the divine will the order is reversed: first the for- 
giveness of sin, then the infusion of grace. “In executing, He wills 
the reverse way; for as He first wants him to have merit before 
glory, so He first wills, in the order of execution, that no guilt be 
in him before grace be in him” (IV, d. 16, No. 19). “God naturally 
remits an offense before He gives grace to him,” i. e., to the offender 
(I, d. 17, q.3, No.19). This question caused much debate in later 
years. Occam held with Duns, while Biel followed Aquinas. But 
it would be absolutely incorrect to infer from this that either Duns 
or the later theologians held the Scriptural doctrine of justification. 

But if attrition is sufficient for the reception of grace, why, 
then, is the sacrament of penance necessary? Why must the sinner 
confess to the priest and receive absolution? This problem was 
never solved by the theologians, but it was solved in a practical 
manner by the Church. This was done by emphasizing the effect of 
the sacrament of penance and making less demands on the sinner. 
This tendency we find already in Duns. “It is sufficient that some 
displeasure, although imperfect, precedes, and then he is capable 
of sacramental absolution” (IV, d.16, No.7). Man must do what 
is in him and place no obstacle in the way, and then he will receive 
the forgiveness of sin. “No other way is so easy and so certain; 
for here is nothing necessary except not to put an obstacle to grace, 
which is much less than to have some attrition, which by manner 
of a merit of fitness may suffice for justification” (IV, d.1, No. 13). 
The demands became less and less, so that John v. Paltz, a teacher 
at the Erfurt Seminary when Luther became a monk, says of his 
day that nearly all are not contrite and not even attrite in the full 
sense of the word but only in a secondary sense. “They do in 
some manner what they can and are yet assisted by the priests in 
the sacramental absolution.” (Quoted in Seeberg, Duns Scotus, 
p. 410.) Note the connection. The less there is of repentance, the 
greater is the need of the sacrament; but the more there is of 
repentance, the less need there is of the sacrament, for the contrite 
and even attrite sinner can merit for himself the forgiveness of 
sin even without the sacrament. Well has Seeberg said: “It is not 
easy to say which of the two conceptions was the more dangerous: 
the exercise of penitential grief, to which was affixed the reward 
of forgiveness of sin, or the sorrow for sin, which was to be trans- 
formed into complete penitence by the solemnities of divine 
worship.” 

In the sacrament of penance much emphasis was placed on the 
absolution of the priest. Duns says that the absolution “is per- 
formed by certain words which are with due intention spoken by 
the priest, who has jurisdiction by divine institution, which [words] 





The Doctrine of Justification According to Duns Scotus 185 


effectively signify the absolution of the soul from sin” (IV, d.14, 
No.2). Here again Duns distinguishes between the sacramental 
sign and the immediate effect of grace which accompanies the 
sign. By absolution man is absolved from eternal punishment, but 
by it he is obligated to temporal punishment. “For such judgment 
of the priest so absolves that it nevertheless binds. Indeed, it ab- 
solves from the guilt of eternal punishment, but it obliges to the 
enduring of temporal punishment, except it be already sufficiently 
endured” (IV, d.16, No.7). The sinner must therefore endure 
temporal punishment, which is the satisfaction for sin. Such satis- 
faction is “an outward laborious performance or punishment will- 
ingly accepted for the punishing of sin committed by himself, and 
this is to assuage the offended God, or it is a suffering or a punish- 
ment willingly suffered in a prescribed order” (IV, d.15, No. 12). 
Duns did not have a very high opinion of indulgences; for to him 
the penitential exercises have greater merit. “Wherefore it is good 
and safe that men perform the penitential exercises laid upon them, 
because by them they merit more” (Miscell., g.7). The main 
effect of the sacrament of penance “is to free from guilt, and that 
[effect] cannot be obtained by something else, namely, indulgences” 
(Miscell., q. 15). 

The whole theology of Duns Scotus, especially his doctrine of 
salvation, is akin to Pelagianism. Man can and must merit the 
forgiveness of sin and eternal life; but where he fails, the sacra- 
ments of the Church will cooperate and provide. At that time 
everything centered on the sacrament of penance, and when Luther 
attacked the Catholic doctrine of penance in the Ninety-five Theses, 
he struck the most vulnerable point in the Catholic Church, and 
then the whole sacramentarianism of the Catholic Church crashed 
to the ground. 

But in the theology of Duns there is emphasis not only on 
the will of man but also on the will of God, and if we would do 
justice to the influence of Duns on later theology, we must make 
note of this fact. God, as “the first Cause,” is “intelligent and 
volitional” (I, d.2, q.20). That God wills this or that is because 
He wills it. “There is no reason why His will willed this except 
that His will is will” (I, d.8, q.5, No.24). To the will of God 
all things are possible except the logical impossibility (IV, d.10, 
q.2, Nos.5,11). According to His “absolute power” God could 
even save the already lost Judas; but, as a rule, God works accord- 
ing to the “ordained power” whereby He has bound Himself to 
certain laws and ordinances which He has arbitrarily fixed. But 
because of His absolute power He could, if He so willed, save 
a person even without grace (I, d. 44, Nos. 1—4). 

God has according to His free will predestinated certain ones 
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to grace and glory (I, d.40, No.1). Can a predestinated person 
be lost? Duns maintains that, if God had so willed it, these persons 
would have been lost. “In that first [act] it does not contradict 
itself to have an opposite object; yea, it could likely be the op- 
posite, although not both at the same time” (I, d. 40, No.2). How- 
ever, once God has willed, the opposite cannot take place “because 
ordination of one cannot stand with the opposite of that which He 
ordained” (I, d.40, No.3). In those whom God predestinated He 
foresaw no merit, but He did foresee the final sin of those 
whom He reprobated. “He wills salvation to him not because of 
those things which He has seen before. ... It seems cruel to 
punish any one if no guilt in him exists; therefore, to infer by 
similitude, He will not punish any one ere He sees that he is 
a sinner” (I, d.41, No.11). That one is saved is therefore due to 
the will of God; that another is not saved is because God foresaw 
his final sin and therefore did not predestinate him. But finally 
everything depends on the will of God, and His will must be 
fulfilled. “The will of God as far as it concerns all things must 
always be fulfilled, because as He, the Almighty, can make every- 
thing possible, so, when the divine will by unchangeable determina- 
tion decrees to put something into being, that will be [fulfilled]. 
But that willing by the will of good pleasure is the last determina- 
tion which can be stated on the side of the will of Him who in 
His omnipotence will bring the effect into being. Therefore, re- 
garding any effect, if God so wills, it will be” (I, d. 46, No. 2). 

This doctrine of predestination according to Duns is not so 
different from that of Aquinas, but the whole conception of God as 
the Supreme Will as found in Duns’s theology, — God wills as He 
wills, and if He so wills, He can will otherwise; because God wills 
it, therefore some are predestinated and others are reprobated; 
because God wills it, therefore a certain thing is good, not because 
it is good in itself; because God wills it, therefore the merit of 
Christ is accepted by God for the predestinated, — this whole con- 
ception of God can only strike fear in the heart of the sinner. It is 
true that Duns taught that God loves Himself and that He has 
called this world into existence in order that certain ones whom He 
loves may love Him as He loves Himself; but the concept of God 
as the absolutely Free Will fills the sinner’s heart not only with 
rebellion but with hatred towards God. The Absolute Being with- 
out the love of God in Christ Jesus is to the conscience-stricken 
sinner not a loving God but a wanton devil. 


Morrison, Ill. THEO. DIERKS 








The Institutional Missionary and the Sick 


The Institutional Missionary and the Sick 


Visitation of the sick is one of the most important duties of 
an institutional missionary. While on earth, Jesus, the Physician, 
had compassion on the sick and freed them from their ailments, 
not only physically but also spiritually. Jesus is no longer visibly 
with us, no longer performing miracles of healing, and sickness is 
still causing untold agony and misery in the world. It is very sad 
indeed to see so much pain and suffering, principally in our large 
hospitals. As long as we are living in a sinful world, there will 
also be pain, suffering, and, finally, death. There is no period in 
the life of man when he is so much in need of spiritual comfort 
and consolation as in the days of sickness and in his dying hour. 
At such trying times man is more willing to hear and accept the 
Word of God than in the days of health and prosperity. 

Visiting the sick properly is undoubtedly an art. To know 
just when to go, how long to stay, and just what to say while at 
the sick-bed requires experience, sound judgment, and tact as well 
as common sense. As to the time for visiting the sick, the morning 
hours are the best, when there is no visiting by relatives and 
friends of the patient. In the evening the patient is in need of un- 
disturbed rest. There should also be a time limit as to visits at the 
sick-bed. Unfortunately some people do not know that the best 
time to leave is while their visit is still appreciated. A visit of about 
twenty minutes should satisfy the patient, though he may urge his 
visitor to remain longer because he sees no harm in a prolonged 
visit. An important factor in sick-bed visitation is the personal 
approach and contact with the individual. This is commonly called 
tact. Understanding your sick charge means tact. Proper conduct 
with the individual case is tact. A pleasing personality, winning 
ways, a sincere personal interest, a look, a smile of encouragement, 
will often work wonders in sick-visitation. One must put one’s 
whole soul into the work and be actuated by a genuine love of 
Christ and His kingdom and the patient if one’s work is to be 
successful. Christian sympathy and understanding, if shown in 
a proper manner, will reap true friendliness and confidence. 

A potter worked on his table to finish one of the most im- 
portant parts of a costly work of art. At times it was a swift use 
of the materials at the right moment, sometimes a slow, painstaking 
applying of the ornamental details. A visitor in the shop asked 
the potter whether it would not be easier to accomplish this very 
trying work by machinery. “Sir,” the potter replied, “this work 
cannot be done by machinery; the entire value of it depends on 
the personal touch.” Just so in sick-visitation. Much depends on 
the personal touch. It is faith, love, and sympathy in action; not 
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in words alone but in deeds. There comes a time during the illness 
of a person when he simply must confide in some trusted friend, 
the missionary, in order not to be crushed under the burden of 
guilt and sin. It is not an easy task to visit the sick, to strengthen 
the weak, to encourage the faltering, to lift up the fallen. 

It is quite an ordeal to visit with the chronic invalids, such as 
have been ill a long time. One is at a loss at times what to say to 
such an afflicted brother or sister. His or her physical condition 
appears hopeless to you. Much depends on the personal approach 
made to such a patient. The patient, no doubt, has been asked 
time and again by sympathizing friends, “How are you?” “How 
do you feel?” He has heard this question and other commonplace 
phrases so often during the period of his long invalidism that he 
begins to doubt the sincerity of the questioner and reluctantly gives 
a friendly answer to the question. There are different and better 
ways of approach and of contact with the sick than asking the 
stereotyped question, “How do you feel?” Rather have him forget 
his affliction, of which he is extremely sensitive, and bring cheer into 
his lonely life. A patient who had often been asked this question 
by well-meaning friends, on being confronted with it again, could 
not constrain himself any longer but answered rather angrily and 
impolitely, “With my fingers!” 

As you look on the sick, you know that they need Jesus, the 
Physician. As a Christian you are well aware of that sickness 
which, if unchecked, is “unto death,” namely, sin. Your own sal- 
vation has taught you that the cure for this disease is not within 
the physician’s power. Drugs will not help here. Sin must be 
cured from within, not from without. You know, too, if you have 
thought at all upon the subject, that sin is the root cause of all 
human misery, either directly or indirectly. You cannot trace its 
workings in every instance, but you are assured that whatever else 
your charge needs, this is needed — to hear the Lord’s loving words 
“Be of good cheer; thy sins are forgiven thee.” Your highest 
aim, then, in your ministrations to the sick is to have Jesus practise 
His heavenly medicine, whereby souls are made whole. 

In our dealings with the sick we must be guided by three 
virtues: friendliness, compassion, sympathy. Sweetness of temper 
is a precious gift. It gives beauty to everything. It fills the home 
and also the sick-room with perpetual delight. The fortunate pos- 
sessor of a sunny soul is God’s evangel in a dark and sorrowful 
world. He is a living gospel, which no one will ever repudiate and 
the blessedness of which all men, especially the sick, will ap- 
preciate. As we are about to enter the sick-room, let us forget our 
personal afflictions and sorrows and bring sunshine and a smile to 
our sick brethren and sisters, who in most cases are less fortunate 
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than we are. There is no love to man, no kind service toward the 
distressed, the afflicted, and sick, where there is not the love of 
Christ in the heart; this has ever been, and still is, the source and 
spring of all mercy. A Christian therefore must be actuated by 
a genuine love of Christ if his work at the sick-bed is to be a 
blessed one. 

Among the numerous patients we also find young people who 
have dragged their poor bodies and their weary souls through 
the slime and quagmire of shame and degradation; those from 
whom we shrink; those who are on the verge of despair, forsaken 
and forgotten. We find them in the homes and in the hospitals. 
It is our Christian duty to speak to these misguided young people, 
show them a kindly and personal interest, point out to them the 
error of their ways, speak a word of cheer and comfort to them, 
and, above all else, direct them to the true Helper and Physician, 
our blessed Savior. God’s Word teaches us that every man who 
is in bodily or spiritual need is our neighbor. We must be ever 
ready to give our last mite of knowledge and wisdom and devotion 
to our fellow-man. Nor must we think that the sympathy for these 
unfortunate young people will degrade us. It is God’s will that 
the wicked should turn from his ways and live. It is only the 


unmerited grace of God that has kept us from falling. Many of 
these young people who have brought sickness upon themselves, 
if properly approached, return to the fold and again pledge alle- 
giance to their Lord and Savior. 


Tracts 


An aid in sick-visitation is the distribution of tracts on Chris- 
tian fundamentals. But this must be done with proper judgment 
and discretion. Every good tract is a missionary, and by the use 
of tracts much good can be done in the sick-room, especially if the 
patient is a convalescent and the distribution is done carefully and 
wisely. An old uncle of mine, a veteran of the Civil War, often 
told us boys of a lady who distributed tracts among the sick in 
a hospital and who in her carelessness once gave a tract on dancing 
to a soldier who had lost both legs at Gettysburg. And then he 
would add the story of the train boy who passed through the car 
crying: “Pop-corn! Pop-corn! Have some pop-corn, sir?” An old 
gentleman who had been annoyed by the frequent visits of the 
boy answered somewhat angrily: “No, can’t you see I ain’t got 
no teeth to chew pop-corn with?” “Then buy gum-drops,” replied 
the boy. That boy adapted himself to his customer. So the tract- 
distributor must adapt himself and his tracts to the people whom 
he wishes to reach, and every tract should fit the case in point. 
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Pastoral Care of the Tuberculous 


While speaking of sick and ailing people and of proper spiritual 
ministration to them, we must not forget that large group usually 
committed to a sanitarium — the tuberculous. Tuberculosis is the 
term applied to a general infectious disease due to the formation 
of tubercles in various organs of the body. The most common form 
of tuberculosis is pulmonary consumption, which in many cases 
terminates in death. We find that the majority of cases in a sanita- 
rium are pulmonary; the cases where other organs of the body are 
tuberculous are in the minority. The symptoms of these two 
groups are not alike. The latter group may be quite free from 
the distressing symptoms of the pulmonary type, such as violent 
coughing, profuse expectoration, streaking and periodical hemor- 
rhages. Emaciation and a wasting away of tissues is very pro- 
nounced in most cases of pulmonary tuberculosis. Without going 
into details of the various forms, we may generalize by mentioning 
the three large groups of patients — the incipient, the moderately 
advanced, and the far advanced. All three classes need encourage- 
ment and expressions of hope for a complete recovery. 

An abnormally constant high bodily temperature often in- 
dicates tuberculosis. The patient need not always have night 
sweats or be subject to continued coughing in order to believe 
himself tuberculous. An abnormal tiredness, for which the patient 
knows no explanation, and a daily elevated temperature, repeated 
attacks of pleurisy and pneumonia, are the presymptoms of many 
cases of tuberculosis. 

The question arises, How is the pastor to apply himself to these 
cases and various groups of active tuberculosis? A pastor who 
understands his patient can be of real help not only to him but 
also to the attending physician by proper cooperation within the 
limits of his calling, which is not that of a doctor but rather that 
of a spiritual comforter and adviser. He should know the physical 
condition of the patient. That is one reason why there should be 
mutual and confidential cooperation between the physician and the 
pastor. The pastor will show better judgment and discretion in 
dealing with his sick charge if he has exact knowledge of the true 
condition of the patient. If he has been informed that his charge 
is running a high temperature, he will not subject the patient to the 
strain of listening to the reading of the sermon which he, the pastor, 
has preached on the previous Sunday. A sincere personal interest, 
a word of encouragement, and a brief prayer will be appreciated 
by his sick friend, and it will also assure him a cordial welcome on 
his return to the sick-room on a subsequent day. 

Our sympathies should be with the unfortunate patient who 
passes through a period of consecutive hemorrhages. It is usually 
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followed by a deep mental depression and an abandonment of all 
hope. It is a time when he needs a friend who speaks to him in 
a quiet way, reassuring him that where there is life, there is also 
hope. It is essential, however, that the pastor control himself 
although he realizes the seriousness of the hemorrhage, because the 
patient is a keen observer, who will watch the very facial expres- 
sion of his visitor. Visible expressions of sadness and sorrow for 
the patient by the visitor are apt to cause undue excitement or 
depression. Whatever the pastor has to say to relatives or friends 
in the presence of the patient he should say tactfully within the 
hearing of the patient and not in a mysterious whisper, inaudible 
to his sick friend. To have and hold the confidence of the patient 
is an important thing in dealing with him. Mutual confidence will 
make the patient very tractable, susceptible to the teachings of 
the Word, and grateful for the service rendered him by his pastor. 

It may be of casual interest to add a few words as to the use of 
the Christmas seal. The sale of this seal has helped materially in 
establishing and maintaining sanitaria and in providing for the care 
and treatment of charity cases. It has helped our own Wheat 
Ridge Sanitarium. Antituberculosis associations have been bene- 
fited by its annual sale in their fight against tuberculosis. In 1904 
the first seal appeared, introduced in Denmark by Holboell. Three 
years later, in 1907, the seal was introduced in America by Miss 
Bissell. 

Ministration to the Mentally Diseased 

Most unfortunate among patients are the mentally diseased. 
To be deprived of your right and normal mind is a sad affliction, 
not only for the patient but especially for his relatives and friends. 
The patient frequently does not realize his true condition; at times 
he is happy and elated, in total ignorance of the anxiety, worry, 
and care of his beloved ones in his behalf. 

Insanity is a disorder of the mental faculties, unsoundness of 
mind. The history of insanity is as old as the history of the human 
race. Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, following the interpreta- 
tion of his dream of Daniel, Holy Writ tells us, was visited by 
madness. He imagined himself a beast and went forth on all 
fours into the fields. He lived on herbs and slept under the canopy 
of heaven at night. 

We find that the ancient Egyptians recognized a form of 
psychosis, probably alcoholic in character. An old document of ap- 
proximately 2000 B.C. states: “Whereas it has been told me that 
thou hast forsaken books and devoted thyself to pleasure, that 
thou goest from tavern to tavern, smelling of beer at the time of 
evening. If beer gets into a man, it finally overcomes his mind.” 
The idea that the insane were possessed with devils persisted for 
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centuries and was one of the greatest stumbling-blocks in the 
progress of the treatment of the insane. The ancient Egyptians 
erected a temple dedicated to Saturn, to which all insane were 
brought and subjected to religious rites in order to attempt to drive 
out the “devils.” Custodial care was resorted to by the Egyptians 
centuries before the birth of Christ, the insane being confined in 
dark dungeons. 

During the Middle Ages and later these mentally afflicted re- 
mained a helpless people. They were ill nourished, confined be- 
hind bars, and had to sleep on beds of rotten straw. In some 
instances, on holidays, on the payment of a fee, the general public 
was admitted, and they amused themselves by tormenting and 
teasing these poor unfortunates through the bars. 

Philip Pinel, a renowned French doctor and psychiatrist, de- 
serves unusual credit because he brought about radical reforms. 
In the year 1793 Pinel fearlessly removed the chains from the 
insane of the hospital to which he had been appointed super- 
intendent. Perhaps the man who has contributed to psychiatry 
more than any one else is Emil Kraepleim. He was born in 1856 
and died October 7, 1926. Kraepleim’s classifications of mental 
diseases, with very little revision, are followed throughout the 
world today. 

The American Psychiatric Association, at its annual meeting in 
New York in May, 1917, adopted a psychiatric classification and 
a uniform system of statistics for hospitals for mental diseases. 
Since that time the classification has been adopted by practically 
all the State hospitals. According to this classification there are 
twenty-two large groups and types of mental diseases. All these 
types may have delusions, hallucinations, and illusions. Delusions 
are erroneous beliefs due to disease of the brain. Hallucinations 
are conditions where the patient thinks he sees, hears, or feels 
something that does not exist. He may hear the ticking of a clock 
when no clock is present. An illusion is a misinterpretation of the 
senses. The patient may hear a clock ticking and interpret the 
ticking to be a voice talking to him. 

It is not necessary to go into details, but a classification of types 
of insanity will prove helpful. 

a) Acquired insanity, arising after a long period of mental 
soundness. 

b) Circular insanity, recurring in cycles, melancholia follow- 
ing mania, and often followed by a lucid interval. 

c) Confusional insanity, acute temporary insanity, following 
severe disease or a nervous shock. 

d) Doubting insanity, characterized by morbid doubt, suspi- 
cion, and indecision. 
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e) Emotional insanity, characterized by emotional depression 
or exaltation. 

f) Hereditary insanity, inherited from a parent or grand- 
parent. 

g) Homicidal insanity, marked by a desire to take human life. 

h) Impulsive insanity, a tendency to acts of violence. 

i) Moral insanity, marked by impairment of the moral sense. 

j) Perceptional insanity, a form marked by hallucinations and 
illusions. 

k) Periodic insanity, recurring at regular intervals. 

A pastor whose duties call him to visit mentally unbalanced 
patients either before or after their commitment to a State or 
county institution, should have a general knowledge of the chief 
forms of mental diseases. It will guide him in his pastoral work 
and also aid him in his dealings with the sick. We agree that 
mentally unbalanced persons should have custodial care in a hos- 
pital for their own protection and for the safety of their loved 
ones at home and should not be kept with their families. In the 
ministrations to these particular cases kindness, tact, diplomacy, 
and common sense are required. If the pastor has the confidence 
of his charges, which is very essential in pastoral work, much good 
can be done for the patient. He will appreciate the words of 
comfort spoken to him and consider the pastor a compassionate 
friend in the days of his misfortune. He must always bear in mind 
that his dealings are with a mentally unsound person and make 
proper allowances and deductions. At no time should he practise 
deception on the patient. A patient will often remember a definite 
promise made him. A common plea of the patient is to be taken 
home. If the pastor is careless enough to promise a patient his 
return home, knowing quite well that such a thing is well-nigh im- 
possible and beyond his jurisdiction, he will soon lose the con- 
fidence of his charge and in most cases will not regain it. 

A pastor should know the form of insanity of his patient before 
he visits him. If he does his work understandingly and has the 
confidence of the physician in charge, the latter will gladly give any 
desired information. This will safeguard him against possible 
mistakes. 

We are fully aware that we have not exhausted the subject of 
pastoral care of the mentally diseased. Much has been left unsaid; 
but perhaps this contribution has brought out such phases of the 
work as will help us all to do this difficult work intelligently and, 
with God’s help, successfully. While we regret that mental afflic- 
tions still come to mankind, our duty is to bring the comforts of 
the Gospel of Jesus Christ to these clouded minds. 


13 
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Statement by Eminent Surgeons as to Religion’s Being an Aid 
to Patients 


“Religion is a human and vital factor in the practise of medi- 
cine,” Dr. Charles W. Mayo, world-famed surgeon of Rochester, 
Minn., asserted before the surgery section of the British Medical 
Association, which met some years ago in Winnipeg, Can. “When 
a man is about to go on the table in an operating-room, if he 
wishes a visit from a minister in whom he has faith, it gives him 
confidence which no science can furnish.” Dr. Mayo stated that 
both patient and surgeon share the benefits of anything tending 
to aid one in facing a crisis in illness. 

At the dedication of Bethesda Hospital, St. Paul, Minn., Dr. 
Wm. J. Mayo, speaking on the close relationship and cooperation 
between the medical profession and the clergy, declared there 
had been “much loose talk of the decadence of religious influence.” 
He emphasized that there “is a very close relationship between 
spiritual health and physical well-being.” He continued: “Every 
physician understands the value of mental therapy. Neurasthenia, 
hysteria, and allied neuroses are the causes of great human 
misery. Social conditions are a common cause of disaster to an 
unstable nervous system and lie behind the bulk of nervous dis- 
turbances which mimic physical conditions and result in sorrow 
and misfortune. In times of stress, religion gives spiritual comfort 
to the patient and, properly directed, may be more valuable to him 
than medicine. Year by year we see human emotions coming 
under better control through the ministrations of the Church. 
Among all people in all times religion has been successful in 
relieving sickness, so far as mental suggestion could give comfort 
or indirectly affect the physical condition. The churches of all 
denominations have special workers among sick people. These 
clergymen carry to the sick, not theological arguments, but faith 
in a Higher Power. These sincere men are one of the most helpful 
influences in hospital work. The patient who is very ill receives 
great help from this leadership.” 

Speaking before a Greenwich, Conn., Conference on Chris- 
tianity and mental hygiene, Dr. Seward Erdman, New York sur- 
geon, said that “without faith the patient wears down his own 
resistance and counteracts nature, so that he requires more 
anesthesia and sedative drugs.” We add: while there is no Scrip- 
tural warrant for endorsing the claims of those who repudiate 
medical care and claim that faith will heal every disease, we know 
that faith in God can work wonders today, whenever compatible 
with God’s will and His higher purpose. 

A word in conclusion: No one can be interested in the visita- 
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tion of the sick at public institutions who is selfish or self-centered. 
Certainly no one can work among the sick and needy with any 
degree of success unless he forgets self and dedicates himself to 
this great cause and important and blessed work. The sight of 
poverty, the cry of the distressed, the plea of the soul waiting for 
its release, the hopelessness and despair that hovers over many, all 
grip the heart of the Christian worker and spur him on to work to 
the limit of his strength. Among other things, it was these that drew 
compassion from Jesus as He looked on the multitudes without 
a shepherd. His was a life dedicated to suffering humanity. Can 
ours be less if we are true Christians? All this requires more con- 
stant prayer, more consecration, more sacrifices, in order that 
precious souls shall not be lost. Let us, then, continue to do the work 
assigned to us by our Lord and Master prayerfully and cheerfully, 
and also to show compassion and sympathy to the sick, to visit 
and comfort them in their afflictions and sorrows. And when our 
work on earth is done, we shall be greeted in heaven and wel- 
comed into eternal glory by the Lord, who will say: “Well done, 
thou good and faithful servant. Thou hast been faithful over a few 
things, I will make thee ruler over many things; enter thou into 
the joy of thy Lord.” 


Milwaukee, Wis. E. A. DUEMLING 
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Predigtentwiirfe fiir die Cvangelien der Thomafius- 
Perifopenreife 


Sonntag Reminiscere 
30%. 8, 21—30 
VEfu Liebe gu den Siindern, Luf.15,1.2. Nicht nur Suffertigen, 
auch bitteren Feinden ertweijt er Heilandsliebe durch fein Wort. Tert. 


Wie JFEjus mit Unglinbigen verfahrt 
1.€r ftraftifren Unglauben 2.€r begeugt fid ifnen 


1 

Kontert: Yhre Siinde der Unglaube. ,,So ihr nicht glaubet, daz iG 
e3 jei”, B.24. Gie ehrten ifn nicht als den Mefjias, wahren Gott, 
nahmen fein Wort nicht an, V.47. Das fonnte nicht anders fein: fie 
waren irdijch gefinnt, bon unten her, B.23; von ihrem Water, dem 
Teufel, BV. 44; zeigten gottlofe Gefinnung, B.22. Weld) gotteslajter- 
Viche Rede! Go verblendet, daf fie flare Worte nicht verftanden, B. 27. 

Chrijtus droht ihnen das Geridt an. Gie twiirden fterben in irer 
Giinde, BV. 21. Die eine Todfiinde ift der Unglaube. Neder Menjah 
ift ein Siinder, unter dem Flud. Wer an Chriftum glaubt, hat Ver- 
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gebung; der Zorn Gottes bleibt nicht iiber ihm. Wer YEjum verwirjt, 
hat feine Rettung. Kein fchreclideres Wort in der Bibel: ,,So werdet 
ibr fterben in euren Giinden.” ,,Wo ich hingebhe, da fonnt ihr nicht hin- 
fommen”, 8.21. SCfus geht durch Lciden zum Vater; fie fonnen nicht 
gum Vater, Denn: Yoh. 14,6. Durch ihren Unglauben fehlieken fie fid 
felbjt bom etvigen Geil aus, veriverfen das Licht der Welt, bleiben in der 
sinjternis. Sebt veradjten, veriwerfen fie ihn, lajtern und fpotten; e3 
fommt ein Tag, da werden fie erfennen, dak er ¢3 ijt, Dak er tut und 
redet, was der Vater gelehrt hat, BV. 28, der Tag jeiner Wiederfunft. 
Dann miifjen alle Zungen befennen ujfiw., Phil. 2,10. 11. — Heute find 
Die meijten Menfden unglaubig. Dhnen mup ihre Siinde gezeigt, die 
Strafe Gottes angedroht werden, aber nur, um fie fiir FEfum Zu ge-z 
wwinnen, um ifnen dann Chriftum zu predigen. Go der HErr. 


2 


SEjus ftraft nicht nur ihre Giinden, er begzeugt fich ihnen auch. 
Wuf ihre Frage gibt er ihnen Rede und Wntwort, B.25. Yh bin das, 
twas ich von AWnfang bon mir felbjt ausgefagt habe, Gottes Sohn, Job. 
5,17; der Mejffias, Joh. 4,26; das Brot des Lebens, Yoh. 6; das Licht 
der Welt, V.12; vom Vater gefandt, VB. 16; der von oben Stammmenpde, 
BY. 23. — Er ijt der Heiland der Welt, VB. 28. RKreugeserhshung. Bah 
gehe bintweg, B.21; gemeint ijt fein Singang zum Vater durd Leiden 


ujiw. Gr deutet flar an, daf er fiir alle Menfchen cin vollgiiltiges Siihn- 
opfer bringen will. Bom Vater gefandt, tut er jeinen Willen, auch im 
Leiden, BV. 29. Der Vater befennt fic) gu ihm. Diefes Selbjtzeugnis ijt 
guberlaffig, twahrhajtig, BV. 26. SEfus redet c3 in die Welt hinein als 
Der bon Gott gejandte grope Prophet. Coldhe Predigt ift nicht in den 
Wind geredet, richtet ihren Biwec aus, den einen zum Geridht, den andern 
gum Geil. 

&3 glaubten viele an ihn, B.30. Die Androhung des Gerichts 
» Shc twerdet jterben in euren Giimden” machte einen tiefen Cindrud 
auf jie. Wenn dem fo ift, wie fonnen tir felig werden? Go zu Pfing- 
ften, Apoft. 2,37. Des HErrn Rede hatte ihr Herz getroffen; jie fahen 
nur den etwigen Tod bor fish. Ohne BEfum ijt feine Hoffnung. Gie 
famen zum Glauben an ifn. Nbr Glaube wurde durch BEfu Predigt 
ertvedt. Was er von fich felbjt begzeugte, iibergzeugte fie, dak er eS fei, 
der Sohn Gottes, der Mefjias, Yoh. 1,45.49. Mun werden fie nicht in 
Giinden jterben, fondern leben. 

Wnders fann man mit Unglaubigen nidt verfahren. Crjt Gefeb, 
Dann Evangelium. Aber wie YEfus, fo follen auch mir Liebe durd- 
bliden Iaffen, inniges Verlangen, Seelen gu retten. Cr droht Gericdt 
an; gugleich aber predigt er ihnen fithes Evangelium, B. 21.28. Trog 
Hohn und Spoti verliert er nicht feine Rube; dreimal: fterben in 
Giinden. Man fiiblt fein hergliches Sehnen durd, fie gu getwinnen. 
Wollt ihr tifjen, wer ich bin, fo achtet auf meine Rede, V. 25. Wie mup 
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er fich iiber den Erfolg gefreut haben! B.30. Go wir. Oft fdeint die 
Lage hoffnungslos; man hat e3 gu tun mit bitteren Feinden SEfu, Spost- 
tern, Gitndendiencrn. Predigen wir das Wort gu redhter Beit oder gur 
Ungeit; ftrafen tir die Siinde; predigen mir den Gefreugigten. Auch 
bon cingelnen Perfonen jagt man Zuiweilen: C3 hat feinen Biwed, dem 
das Wort gu jagen; er ift gu tief gefunfen, fpottet, lajtert. Denfen wir 
an unjern Zert, an den bitteren Hah, die lajterliden Reden. Doh 
bringt SEju Wort Frudt. So wird aud heute nod) durch Wort und 
Gebet gar mander fiir FEjum gewonnen. Noch heute geht der groke 
Prophet durch fein Wort den Siindern nach, lot und reigt fie. Wiele 
veriverfen ifn; viele andere nehmen ifn im Glauben an. (Lied 242, 5.) 
Kaul RKRinig 


Senli 
Xo}. 10, 24—33 


Gemipheit — cin grofeS Wort! Bei Geldanlagen mochte man 
Gewipheit haben, daB das Unternehmen getwinnbringend fein wird. 
Gltern, deren Kinder in der Frembde twohnen, moichten Gewipheit be- 
fommen, dag e8 ihnen wohl geht. Am widtigiten ijt Gewipheit unfer 
ewigeS Heil betreffend. Mtatth. 16,26. Unfer Fert beanttwortet die 


Hrage: 
Was verfdafft uns die Gewifheit, dab wir felig werden? 
Es ijt died 
. SEju beftimmte Verheifung, dak uns nits 
Die Geligfeit rauben foll 
. die Tatfade, dagB er fein Wort wmahrmaden 
fann und wird 
1 

SEfus ift im Gefprach mit den Yuden in der Halle Salomonis. 
Gr foll ihnen fagen, ob er der Meffias fet oder nicht. Warum ant- 
twortet er nicht fogleich: Yc bin’32 Das Hatten fie mifbverjtanden und 
auf ein dugerlides Rinigtum gedeutet. Deshalb gibt er eine allerdings 
deutlich bejahende, aber nicht das Wort Meffias enthaltende WAnttwort. 
Daf er wirklich der Meffias ijt, das ijt flar durch da8, twas er verheift. 
Wir haben hier eine der fdinjten Stellen in der ganzen Heiligen Schrift. 
Was JEfus, der gute Girte, den Seinen, die er feine Schafe nennt, 
berfpricht, ijt gerade da3, twonach unfer Herg verlangt. Er jagt ihnen, 
fie follen und fonnen gemif fein, dak er fie im Glauben erhalten und 
in dDen Simmel nehmen wird. Er gibt ihnen das ewige Leben. Schon 
bier haben fie dies Leben. (Man beadte da3 Prajens.) Der leiblide 
Tod wird fiir fie nur eine Pforte ins Veben im vollften Sinne de3 Worts. 
— Mie werden fie umfommen. Shr Glaube wird nicht aufhoren. Der 
Bahn der Beit, der Hier an allem nagt, und alles andere Zerftirende 
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wird ifnen in jenem Leben nicht fhaden. Miemand twird fie aus SCfu 
Hand, aus dem Bereich der Liebe und Macht, twomit er fie umfaft, 
reigen; daS Wiiten ihrer Feinde wird umfonjt fein. Welch herrliche 
Gewifbeit geben uns diefe Worte YEfu in begug auf unjere Seligfeit! 


2 

Sit da8 Verjiprechen twwahr? Rann man fid darauf verlafjen? 
Das ift die grofe Frage. Nun, SEfus fann es halten. Cr ijt wahrer 
Gott (V.30) und darum allmachtig. Und der allmachtige Vater wirkt 
mit Dem Gohn (BV. 29). Sft Gott fiir uns, wer fann twider uns fein? 
Dak SCjus feine Gottheit bezeugt, erregt die Wut der Yuden (BW. 31); 
uns ift e3 ein groper Troft. 

SCjus wird jein Wort halten. Wls Gott ijt er wabhrhafjtig, die 
Wahrheit felbft. So fonnen wir geiwif fein, dDaB wir die Seligfeit er- 
langen tverden. 

Cine perjinlide Frage: Sind wir GCfu Sdafe? Papt auf uns 
die Vefdhreibung in V.272 Dann gilt uns dieje Verheifung. 

W. Arndt 


Latare 
Yoh. 11, 47—53 

Seit dem Giindenfall hat e3 in der Welt Krieg gegeben. Die Welt- 
gefchichte ijt ja zum grofen Teil cine Vejchreibung von Kriegen und 
Sdladhten. Das swangzigite Jahrhundert bildet feine Wusnahme. Wuch 
heute gibt e3 biel RriegSgejchrei und Blutvergicken. Manche bon diejen 
Kriegen find bon entjdeidender Bedeutung fiir beftimmte Volfer, ja gu-z 
tweilen fiir die ganze Mtenjchheit. 

Wher der bitterjte und bedeutungSsvolljte Krieg wird auf geijtlidem 
Gebiet gefiihrt. Hatte feinen Anfang im Paradies, Gen. 3,15, und 
wird erft am Diingjten Tage enden. 


Der verhingnisvolle Kampf gwifden Chrifto 
und der gottesfeindliden Welt 
1. Wie die gotteSfeindlidhe Welt Chriftum be- 
fampft und fdeinbar befiegt 
2. Wie Chriftus ibren Sieg in cine vernidtende 
Niederlage vberwandelt 


1 
Die Hobhenpriefter und Pharijaer waren die bitterften und ent- 
fdiedenften Feinde Chrifti. (Rontert.) Nun wollten fie ihn fdliehlid 
aus dem Wege fchaffen. 
A. Bie gingen fie dabei gu Werke? 
1. Von bitterem Haf getrieben, verfolgten fie ifn, V.47a.53. Hap 
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gegen Chrijtum ijt eben das Wefen des Unglaubens. Weil jie ihn hab- 
ten, berfuchten fie auch das Volf bon ihm fernguhalten und feine Viinger 
abiwendig zu madden, B.48a. Gie hapten eben nicht nur ifn felbjt, 
fondern aud) feine Lehre. 

2. Sie weigerten fich, fich durch untwideriprechlide Betweife der 
Gottheit Chrijti iibergeugen zu laffen, V.47b. Gie wuften, dak Chri-z 
ftuS Wunder tat, erfannten auch die Vetweisfraft der Wunder an, verz 
ftocften aber doch ibre Herzen dagegen. Gie tvollten nicht, Matth. 23, 37. 

3. Mit Vetrug, BV. 48. Auf liftige Weife fchmicdeten fie ihre 
Plane. Obtwobh! fie wuten, dak Chriftus nicht politifeh gefahrlid war, 
gaben fie Doc) vor, dak er fich gum RKinig maden wolle; dann twiirde 
e3 eine Revolution geben, die rémifden Legionen iwiirden diefe unterz 
driiden, und das jildijche Land iwiirde dann die [ebten Nefte feiner Freiz 
eit verlieren. Lauter Vetrug, aber fehr twertboll fiir ihre Propaganda 
gegen Chriftum. 

4, Dabei waren fie durchaus getwifjenlos, BV. 49. Sie wuten, dak 
SEjus unfchuldig war, aber fie waren entfdlofien, ifn am Rreuze 3u 
opfern, um ihre Stellung und ihre Macht unter dem Volf gu twahren. 
Hier twaltete nicht Gerechtigfeit, fondern Selbjtjucht. MNichts zeigt dies 
flarer al$ das jchandliche Wort de Kaiphas. (Erflaren.) 

5. Und gu ihrer Gewwiffenlofigfcit gefellte fic) noch unmenjchlicde 


Graujamfeit, V.49. Obmwohl SEfus unfduldig war, wollten fie ihn 
titen, B.53. GSelbjt dic natiirliche Menfchenliebe war in ihren Herzen 
erjtorben. Gie waren von fatanijdem Hak bejeelt. 

Wntwendung. Geradefo handelt die Welt heute noch in ihrem 
Kampf gegen Chrijtum und fein Reich. (Praktifdhe Wusfiihrung. Beiz 
fpiele, befonder$ aus der Gegentwart.) 


B. UWllem Wnjhein nach trugen die Feinde Chrifti den Sieg davon. 
1. SCfus ftarb wirflich am Kreuz. 2. Seine Yitnger turden zerftreut. 
Manche fielen fogar von ihm ab. Die fleine Sdhar, die iibrigblich, wurde 
unterdriicft und berfolgt. 3. Wher die Hohenpriefter und Pharifaer bez 
wahrten ihre Stellung und ifr Cinfommen. Obendrein Hatten fie fich 
die Gunjt deS Kaifers crivorben. Kurz, fie batten allem Anjdhein nach 
den Sieg dDavongetragen. 

Unwendung. GSo heute noch. Die Welt faeint gu fiegen, die 
Kirche in die Briiche gu gehen. Wir vergagen oft mie die Singer nah 
dem Lode Chrijti. Aber Chriftus vertwandelt ihren Sieg auch heute 
nod in eine bernidjtende Niederlage. 


2 
Gott gebraucht feine Feinde, ihr gottlofes Gerede und Tun, um 
feinen Seilsplan gu fordern und durdgufiihren. Go in unjerm Lerte. 
A. Raiphas mug ohne Wiffen und wider Willen das Evangelium 
predigen, B. 50. 51. 
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B. Chrijtus wird bon feinen Feinden gefreugigt und jtirbt, aber 
fein Tod ijt fein Sieg. Dadurch hat er Sitnde, Tod, Teufel und Holle 
auf etvig iibertwunden, B. 51. 52. 

C. Anjtatt durch feinen Tod feine Viinger 3u verlieren, brachte er 
Dadurdh die Kinder Gottes, die Zzerjtreut waren, zgujammen, B. 52; 
Rap. 12, 32. 

D. Durch feinen Tod tourde auch die Macht der Hohenpriefter auf 
ewig zerjtirt, Denn gerade infolge des Todes Chrijti famen die Romer, 
gerjtorten den Tempel und gerftreuten das Volf itber alle Welt, Matth. 
27, 25. 

So verwandelte Gott den jcheinbaren Sieg der Hohenpriefter und 
Pharijaer in eine vernichtende Miederlage. hr Hak und ihre Ver- 
folgung Chrijti und feiner Diinger wurde bon Gott in feiner Weisheit 
gur Erlofung der Menfehheit und zum Aufbau feiner Kirche gebraucht. 

AWnwendung. So macht e3 Gott auch in unfern Tagen. Gegen 
ihren Willen miiffen die Feinde Gottes dagu beitragen, fein Reid) gu 
bauen. (Beifpiele.) Unfere fdheinbar gripten Nicderlagen find oft unz 
fere herrlichjten Siege. Wuch heute noch ijt das Blut der Martyrer der 
Game der Kirde. 

Shlup. GSeid deshalb getrojt und qutes Muts! Chriftus wird 
fiegen. ,Da3 Reich mup uns doch bleiben.” C.J. Friedrid 


Judica 


¥oh. 12, 20—33 


Der Kontert beridtet iiber Chrijti Salbung, Cingug in Yerufalem. 
Das Volf rithmt den Heiland, geht ihm entgegen, 12,17.18. Gelbjt die 
Seinde mitijen eingeftehen: We Welt lauft ihm nach”, 12,19c. 

Unter der VolfSsmenge, die gum Fejt nach Yerufalem gefommen 
war, waren auch Frembde, Grieden, BV. 20. Dak Fremde nach Yerufa- 
fem fommen twiirden, um dort Gott zu verehren, war fdon 1 Kon. 8, 
41—43; Gad). 8, 21. 22 verheigen worden. Auch diefe Griechen famen 
angubeten, Hatten aber eine befondere Bitte, BV. 21. DOurd Vermittlung 
Der Viinger wurde die Bitte gewahrt, BV. 22. 

Die Bitte der Griedhen follte auch heute die Bitte aller Menjdjen, 
aud unfere Bitte fein, befonder3 jebt in der Paffionszeit. Wie ndtig, 
dak wir alle den Heiland befjer fennenlernen! Senn wer den GHeiland 
nicht recht fieht, wird Gott nit fdauen, wird nidt in den Himmel 
fommen. 


Unfere ernfte Bitte ,OErr, wir wollten YEjum gerne fehen“ 
1. Jn feiner Erniedrigung, in Leiden und Tod 
2. in feiner Berherrligung, in feiner fiegreiden 
Wuferftehung 
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1 

A. Die Bitte der Griechen, BV. 21. Warum wollten diefe Grieden, 
die wohl Heiden twaren, JEfum fehen? Unjer Tert fagt uns nidts Be- 
ftimmtes von ibrer Ubfidsht. Der Heiland aber felber enttwirft ein Bild, 
tvorin Diefe Leute, Die Diinger und auch twir ihn recht jehauen fonnen. 

B. Das Bild, das der Seiland von fich felber malt, ijt ein Bild 
feiner Perfon und bejonders jeines Werfes. C3 ijt ein Bild feiner 
tiefiten Erniedrigung, aber auch ein Bild feiner wunderbaren Erhihung 
und Verherrlidung. BEfus redet von feiner Verflarung, BV. 23, geigt 
dann aber jofort, dDaB der Weg gur Verbherrlidung durd Leiden und 
Top firhrt. 

C. Der Heiland malt in rafden, furgen Biigen fein Kreugesleiden, 
BY. 32a. 33 (4 Mof. 21, eherne Schlange; Joh.3,14). Hier fann auf 
die Ereigniffe am Karfreitag, befonders auf die Creignijfe auf Golgatha 
hingetviefen werden. Das Leiden auf Golgatha war twirfliches Leiden, 
fehrectlidhe Qual, tiefite Erniedrigung. Marf. 15, 27. 28. 

D. Das Bild, das der Heiland felber in den Worten des Tertes 
enttvirft, geiqt aber nicht nur feine Crniedrigung im Kreugesleiden, 3 
zeigt ihn auch in jeinem Tod. Cr, der Fiirft de3 Lebens, twiirde fterben. 
Er redet bon jeinem Tod unter dem Bilde des Weizenforns, BV. 24. Wie 
ein Weigenforn in die Crde fallt, wiirde auch er jterben und begraben 
werden. Diejes ijt wirflich gefchehen, Matth. 27,50 (verfdied) 59 und 
60 (wurde begraben). 

E. Das Bild feines Leidens und Sterbens jtand dem Heiland flar 
vor Wugen, jo flar, daw er fich fier Davor fiirchtete, V.27. Cr fah 
Gethfemane vor fich. Cr horte fich jchon beten: Matth. 26,39. Aber ex 
wupte, DaB er gerade deShalb in die Welt gefommen twar, BV. 27c. 

F. Die Griechen wollten SECjum fehen. Das Bild des Leidenden 
Heilandes war das Bild, das er ihnen bor die Augen malte. Das Vild 
deS Leidenden, jterbenden Heilandes war da3 Bild, das die Griedhen, das 
Die Diinger, das auch wir recht erfennen miiffen. €ach Heute noch ijt e3 
notig gu beten: Lied MNr.84, 4—10. Wiele, die fich Chriften nennen, 
verftehen diefes Bild de3 Heilandes nicht. Moderniften und auch viele 
leichtfertige Rirdenleute bliclen auf ihn und fehen nur einen Menfden, 
einen Wundermann, aber nicht einen Schmergensmann. Sef. 53, 3. 
Viele halten YEfum fir ein gute3 Veifpiel, ein Erempel, dem man 
folgen foll, aber nicht fiir Den Siinderheiland, der durch Leiden und Tod 
die Siinde der Menjchen fiihnt. Wenn wir e3 ernft meinen mit unferer 
Vitte , Wir wollten FEjum gerne fehen”, dann wollen wir ihn fehen, twie 
er fich felber gefehen hat, in feinem Leiden, Tod, Erniedrigung; aber 
auch in feiner Verherrlicdung. 

2 

A. Der Seiland hatte darauf hingetviejen, BV. 23, dak die Stunde 
feiner Verflarung gefommen fei. Gchon dDamals tourde diefeS Wort 
ahr, B.28. Wusdriiclich fagte hier der himmlifde Vater, dak er ihn 
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berflart habe (bei feiner Geburt, feiner Taufe, auf dem Berge der Verz 
flarung), aber auch, dDaB er dieS iwieder tun werde. Gerade hier war 
die Stimme de3 himmlijden Vaters Verflarung und Erhdhung fiir den 
Heiland. GSicerlich war fpater die Wuferftehung und die Himmelfahrt 
die wunderbare Erhdhung und Verflarung des Heilandes. 

B. Wher auch in den Worten des Tertes weijt der Heiland auf feine 
Erhohung und Verherrlidung hin. BW. 31 redet von dem Giege des 
Heilandes itber den Fiirjten diefer Welt. VW. 24 redet er davon, dak er 
al uferjtandener viel Frucht bringen twerde. Diefe Friichte wiirden 
befonders Menfdenfeelen fein, V.32b. Gerade dadurch, dak der ge- 
freuzigte und auferjtandene Heiland viele Menfdenfeelen an fich ziehen 
twiirde, twiirde er Hoch geehrt werden. Hier fann von der wunderbaren 
Ausbreitung der chrijtlichen Kirche geredet werden. 

C. Wis der himmlijdhe Vater redete, BV. 28.29, dacdhten mance, 3 
fet nur Donner, leerer Schall. So geht eS nod heute. Der Heiland 
malt fein eigenes Bild, aber viele jehen e3 nicht. Biele fommen zur 
Pajfionszeit in die Kirche, horen die Pajfionspredigten und verjtehen 
eigentlich nichts davon. Mande lejen gute, chrijtliche Biicher oder Beit- 
feriften, fommen aber nie gur rechten Crfenntni3, nie zum rechten 
Glauben; nehmen die ganze Sache gu leicht. Wie nvtig die Bitte un- 
fererjeitS ,,O€rr, tir wollten JEjum, den Siinderheiland, gerne fehen”. 

D. Nur wer YEjum recht erfennt, fann dem Heiland recht nad- 


folgen, fo leben, tie der Heiland das rechte Chrijtenleben befchreibt, 
B. 25.26. Mur wer um de3 Heilandes willen fich jelbjt vergefjen fann, 
wer fein Leben auf diejer Welt hakt, wird dem Heiland recht dienen und 
wird Dann mit ihm erhoht, mit ihm vom Vater geehrt werden. Wer 
aber den Seiland recht erfennt, fich recht an ihn halt, an dem wird die 
Verheipung wahr werden ,,Wo ich bin, da foll mein Diener auch fein’. 
Wmen. ©. L. Rof de 
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“Die drei Symbola oder Bekenntnisse des Glaubens Christi, 
in der Kirche eintraechtig gebraucht” 


This is the title of practically the only work of importance which 
Luther wrote four hundred years ago, in the generally uneventful year 
of 1538. Even this work, The Three Symbols, or Confessions, of the 
Christian Faith, Used in the Church by Unanimous Agreement, is nothing 
more than a mere tract, in which the great Reformer treats the Apostles’ 
Creed, the Quicunque, the Te Deum Laudamus, to which he dedicates 
forty paragraphs, and the Nicene Creed. His purpose in publishing the 
tract was to show “by way of superabundance [zum Ueberfluss]” that he 
agreed “with the true Christian Church, which to this day kept such sym- 
bols, or confessions, and not with the false, vainglorious papistical Church, 
which is the greatest enemy of the true Church and has introduced much 
idolatry in addition to such beautiful confessions.” 

Of the Apostles’ Creed Luther writes: “The first symbol, that of the 
apostles, is indeed the best of all because it contains a concise, correct, 
and splendid presentation of the articles of faith and is easily learned 
by children and the common people.” “The second,” he continues, “the 
Athanasian Creed, is longer . . . and practically amounts to an apology 
of the first symbol.” His verdict on the Quicunque reads: “I do not know 
of any more important document of the New Testament Church since 
the days of the apostles” [than the Athanasian Creed]. 

The third part of the tract, in which Luther treats the Te Deum 
Laudamus, is by far the most important. Here occur the famous words: 
“In all the histories of the entire Christendom I have found and ex- 
perienced that all who had and held the chief article concerning Jesus 
Christ in its truth remained safe and sound in the true Christian faith. 
And even though they erred and sinned in other points, they nevertheless 
were finally preserved.” 

In these words Luther voices his faith in the una sancta, composed 
of all true believers in Christ, who, just because they cling to Christ 
as their divine Savior, continue in statu gratiae despite their aberra- 
tions in other points of doctrine. Luther explains his statement further 
as follows: “For it has been decreed, says Paul, Col. 2:9, that in Christ 
should dwell all the fulness of the Godhead bodily, or personally, so that 
he who does not find or receive God in Christ shall never have or find 
Him anywhere outside Christ, even though he ascend above heaven, 
descend below hell, or go beyond the world.” 

This is Luther’s repudiation of the Unitarian tenets, spread even 
then by various humanistic and Anabaptist groups in Switzerland and 
Southern Germany, with which at times the Lutherans were identified 
by the Romanists. Condemning all antichristian doctrines, Luther con- 
tinues: “I have also observed that all errors, heresies, idolatries, offenses, 
abuses, and ungodliness within the Church originally resulted from the 
fact that this article of faith concerning Jesus Christ was despised or lost. 
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And viewed clearly and rightly, all heresies militate against the precious 
article of Jesus Christ, as Simeon says concerning Him, Luke 2:34, that 
He is set for the falling and the rising of many in Israel and for a sign 
which is spoken against; and long before this, Isaiah, 8:14, spoke of 
Him as ‘a stone of stumbling and a rock of offense.’ ” 

How true these words are has been proved again in our own time 
by the various modernistic and enthusiastic trends in the Church almost 
throughout the world. From Schleiermacher, the father of Modernism, 
down to the latest Neo-Modernist, all have with one accord attacked the 
Christian doctrine of Christ’s person and work and of salvation by faith 
in His blood, Modernism and Papism working hand in hand at this latter 
point. Luther says: “And we, in the Papacy, the last and greatest of 
saints, what have we done? We have confessed that He [Christ] is God 
and man; but that He is our Savior, who died and rose for us, etc., this 
we have denied and persecuted with might and main.” Then: “And 
even now those who claim to be the best Christians and boast that they 
are the Holy Church, who burn the others and wade in innocent blood, 
regard as the best doctrine that we obtain grace and salvation through 
our own works. Christ is to be accorded no other honor with regard to 
our salvation than that He made the beginning, while we are the heroes 
who complete it with our merit.” 

Very striking are Luther’s words also with regard to the insidious 
manner in which the devil attacks the doctrine of Christ by means of his 
“three storm columns.” He writes: “This is the way the devil goes 
to work: He attacks Christ with three storm columns. One will not 
suffer Him to be God; the other will not suffer Him to be man; the 
third denies that He has merited salvation for us. Each of the three 
endeavors to destroy Christ. For what does it avail that you confess 
Him to be God if you do not also believe that He is man? For then you 
have not the entire and the true Christ but a phantom of the devil. 
What does it avail you to confess that He is true man if you do not 
also believe that He is true God? What does it avail you to confess that 
He is God and man if you do not also believe that whatever He became 
and whatever He did was done for you? ... Surely, all three parts must 
be believed, namely, that He is God; also, that He is man and that He 
became such a man for us, that is, as the first symbol says: ‘conceived 
by the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary, suffered, was crucified, died, 
and rose again,’ etc. If one small part is lacking, then all parts are 
lacking. For faith shall and must be complete in every particular. While 
it may indeed be weak and subject to afflictions, yet it must be entire and 
not false. Weakness [of faith] does not work the harm, but false faith.” 
(Cf. St. L. Ed., X, 993 ff; Triglot, p.14f.) 

In view of the fact that the central doctrine of Christ’s person and 
work is still the one that is most contested in theology, it may be well 
for us carefully to consider Luther’s tract on the Three Symbols, pri- 
vately as well as in conference groups, through topical presentation. The 
same holds true of the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, which Luther here 
sets forth so clearly and convincingly. Luther was a mature theologian 
when in 1538, eight years before his death, he wrote this simple but 
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profound and comprehensive declaration of his agreement with the 
cardinal doctrines confessed in Christendom’s ecumenical creeds. It is 
a priceless treasure of sound Christian theology. J.T.M. 


The Theological USUS LOQUENDI of the Term CROSS 


The question has been asked whether the term cross should be 
restricted to the sufferings of Christians which they endure as the 
direct result of their confession of Christ or whether it may be employed 
also, in a wider application, of all trials and afflictions which in this 
life believers suffer.as such. We are dealing of course with a meaning 
established not by Scripture but by ecclesiastical usage, and for this 
reason the matter belongs to the sphere of Christian liberty. Still in 
the interest of clear understanding, uniformity is desirable also on this 
point, and so the question deserves discussion. Of all Lutheran dog- 
maticians in recent times, Dr. F. Pieper (Christliche Dogmatik, ITI, 84 ff.) 
has perhaps given the clearest and simplest view of the matter when 
he writes: “Cross comes upon Christians qua Christians, that is to say, 
in the exercise of their Christian calling in the world. When they follow 
Christ in word and deed, especially when they confess the Gospel of 
the crucified Christ, who is a stumbling-block to the Jews and foolish- 
ness to the Greeks, they receive the same [evil] treatment from the 
world which was Christ’s lot when He sojourned upon earth, Matt. 10:25.” 
In a footnote he quotes Luther, who writes: “A Christian is subjected 
to the precious cross for the very reason that he is a Christian (in dem, 
dass er ein Christ ist).” Dr.Pieper next shows that cross-bearing 
embraces all such things as self-denial (Matt. 16:24), renunciation of 
everything that interferes with Christian discipleship (“was sich der 
Nachfolge Christi entgegenstellt,’ Luke14:33), of the use of reason 
in spiritualibus (Matt.11:25, 26), of peace and rest (Matt.10:34; Luke 
12:51), of honor before men (Matt.5:11; Luke6:22; 1Pet.4:14), of the 
love of relatives (Matt. 10:35-37; Luke 12:52, 53), of earthly possessions 
(1 Cor. 7:30; Matt. 19:21, 22), and of life (Luke 14:26). So also it embraces 
the constant crucifixion of the flesh with its lusts (Gal.5:24; Col.3:5; 
Rom. 6:6). We personally favor this more general use of the term cross, 
according to which it embraces all the sufferings which believers sustain 
as believers in Christ in the proper exercise of their discipleship. 

Dr. A. Hoenecke, in his well-known, scholarly Ev.-Luth. Dogmatik, 
fully agrees with Dr.Pieper; for in Vol. III, p.427, he propounds the 
question whether all sorrow and tribulation of Christians might be 
designated as cross, and in refutation of G. Buechner (Handkonkordanz, 
sub voce), who, like other theologians, suggests that properly only those 
sufferings should be styled cross which believers endure for confessing 
Christ, he writes: “This is an unjustifiable restriction of the Scriptural 
concept of cross and at the same time also an infringement of the 
Christian status. Scripture does not restrict the term cross to the suffer- 
ings endured for confessing His name. Hence not only disgrace, reproach, 
and persecution which come upon us directly because of our confession 
of Jesus are to be considered cross, but also the sufferings of Christians 
which have no direct connection with their confession. We agree with 
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Brochmand who (Systema Theol., Tom. II, p.4075) more generally desig- 
nates all suffering of Christians as cross when he writes: “The Holy 
Spirit describes calamities and afflictions to which man in this life is 
subject by various terms, and indeed by such as are very expressive. 
[Suffering] is called cross in allusion to the cross of Christ; for as 
Christ has to suffer and die and in this manner enter into glory 
(Luke 24:26), so also all who desire to be followers of Christ must justly 
bear their cross and enter into the kingdom of God by various afflictions.’ 
Also Quenstedt expressly declares all the sufferings of Christians to be 
cross; for he writes (Theol. Did. Pol.,P.IV, p.348): ‘All the afflictions 
of the pious, I say, come under the head of cross because by His cross 
Christ has sanctified and consecrated all our suffering, so that they are 
salutary for us.’” As synonyms of cross Dr. Hoenecke mentions 
especially temptation (1Cor.10:13) and discipline (Heb. 12:6-8). How- 
ever, even Buechner does not reject the general use of the term cross 
in the sense of the dogmaticians just named, since in his Handkonkordanz 
he says: “Cross signifies any suffering appointed to us by God and 
indeed properly and in a narrow sense any suffering because of the 
confession and imitation of Christ, by which He tries, chastens, or 
demands our witness to the heavenly truth, but in such a way that all 
afflictions must redound to His honor, the good of the neighbor, and our 
own benefit.” He explains the expression “to take up his cross” as 
follows: “‘To take upon himself his cross’ means without murmuring 
and reluctance, patiently and willingly, to submit to it, not to regard 
himself worthy of such suffering, and always to remember that he has 
deserved far more than is laid upon him, and so to bear the cross in 
quietness and confidence (Is. 30:15).” Buechner therefore does not differ 
essentially from Dr.Pieper and other theologians who define cross in 
the more general sense stated above. While the matter of course 
deserves some academic consideration, it ought to receive above all our 
constant practical consideration, since the acquisition of the habitus 
practicus of bearing the imposed cross properly is so very difficult also 
for theologians. But, in addition, it must not be forgotten that the suf- 
ferings of Christians often are chastisements (Heb. 12:6 ff.), which they 
have brought upon themselves through their sins. 
J. THEODORE MUELLER 


The Modernism of Reinhold Niebuhr 


Dr. Reinhold Niebuhr was born at Wright City, Mo., June 21, 1892, 
and is two years older than his almost equally famous brother Dr. Helmut 
Richard Niebuhr, who formerly was professor of New Testament History 
and Interpretation at Eden Theological Seminary (1919-1922), then 
president of Elmhurst College (1924-1927), again professor at Eden Theo- 
logical Seminary (1927-1931), and is now professor of Christian Ethics, 
Divinity School, Yale University. Reinhold Niebuhr, graduate of 
Eden Theological Seminary (1913) and Yale Divinity School (1914), was 
pastor at Detroit (Ev. Synod of N. A.), then associate professor of 
Philosophy of Religion at Union Theological Seminary, and since 1930 
is professor of Applied Christianity at that theological school. He is 
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editor of The World Tomorrow and contributing editor of The Christian 
Century. Some of the numerous books he has published are: Does 
Civilization Need Religion? (1927); Leaves from the Note-book of 
a Tamed Cynic (1929); Moral Man and Immoral Society (1932); 
Reflections on the End of an Era (1934); An Interpretation of Christian 
Ethics (1935); Beyond Tragedy (1937). His lectures, magazine articles, 
and theological treatises are too numerous to mention in this brief sketch, 
in which it is our aim to delineate in a few paragraphs the peculiar 
type of theology which Dr. Niebuhr advocates. That he today is among 
the most eminent of liberal theological writers requires no proof; 
Niebuhr is listened to whenever he speaks. 

To the student of Reinhold Niebuhr’s books it appears that in his 
theological views there is a synthesis of three diverse theological trends: 
one that keeps him quasi-conservative at least in his theological termi- 
nology; another that leads him to cast aside the ancient orthodoxy of 
traditional Christian truth; and finally one that causes him again to 
seek a fusion of these heterogeneous theological tendencies. The first 
is his original Reformed heritage, which he acquired through the early 
educational agencies in his simple home town. Niebuhr knows very 
well what Calvinistic theology is, and even his contact with extreme 
liberalism in the East has not obliterated its tenets from his mind; for 
he still likes to speak in terms (and respectful terms at times) of 
Reformed orthodoxy. The second trend is the radically different, 
modernistic modus cogitandi, which faced him first at Eden Seminary 
(which is most tolerant of Modernism) and then in a yet greater degree 
at Yale Divinity School and Union Theological Seminary. At Union 
especially his contact with Dr. Fosdick became a decisive factor in 
molding his theological thinking. Both now speak the same language, 
use the same canons of Scripture interpretation, and oppose with the 
same vehemence the crassly modernistic faction, which “has nothing 
constructive to offer to the people from whom Liberalism has taken away 
its orthodoxy.” Briefly expressed, both belong to the neo-modernistic 
wing of Liberals, which is at war with both Modernism and Christian 
confessionalism. The third and latest element in Niebuhr’s theological 
thought is Barthian dialecticism, which, just because of its peculiar crasis 
of philosophy and religion, speculation and basic theological truth, seems 
to suit his theological eclecticism very well. Bearing in mind this old- 
time orthodox background, his modernistic impregnation and his dialectic 
re-formation, one need not be surprised if at times Niebuhr speaks very 
orthodoxly, at others, very liberally, and again at other times very 
mystically. At forty-seven Niebuhr is still young and as a theolog he 
is still in the making. As a Liberalist, Niebuhr of course is not vitally 
interested in being theologically stationary. 

How his position works out in practical application may best be 
learned from his own popular homiletic presentation of his theological 
views. In 1937 he published a collection of “Essays on the Christian 
Interpretation of History,” entitled Beyond Tragedy.* The book is 
dedicated to Sherwood Eddy and Bishop William Scarlett, the latter 


* Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York. 
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residing in St.Louis. In his Preface Dr. Niebuhr explains the title of 
his book as pointing out the ultimate significance of the “tragedy of the 
cross” as showing how God will finally overcome sin, great though it 
may be. But there is neither Christian Law nor Christian Gospel in 
Niebuhr’s sermon essays. Just how he wishes to have the facts of 
(theological) history interpreted he demonstrates in his first sermon, 
“As Deceivers, Yet True.” Briefly expressed, he here endeavors to 
show that the Christian theological facts are both untrue and true. 
They are untrue in their literal application, but they are true never- 
theless in a higher, allegorical sense. This of course is not what St. Paul 
means to say in 2Cor.6:8 when he declares: “As workers together 
with Him we give no offense in anything but in all things approve 
ourselves as ministers of God .. . as deceivers and yet true.” St.Paul 
did not in these words declare that he was deceiving people by teaching 
them the Biblical truths in a literal sense; but what he meant to say 
was that he was a true minister of Jesus Christ, though his enemies 
denounced him as a deceiver. Misinterpreting the apostle’s words, 
Niebuhr asserts that Christianity deceives when it claims that God 
created the world. Creation, he holds, is a “mythical idea,” not a “rational 
one.” It belongs to the “primitive religious and artistic myths and 
symbols” which Christianity has taken over without “rationalizing them.” 
There never was a creation in the literal sense of Genesis. And yet 
there is a grain of truth in this primitive myth because it relates exis- 
tence to a cause and points out the majesty of God in His relation to the 
world. So also the Christian doctrine that “man fell into evil” is mythical 
and therefore “deceptive”; in fact, the whole account of the Garden, the 
apple, and the serpent is historically untrue; there never was a state of 
innocence. Nevertheless, Christian theologians are “deceivers, yet true” 
in teaching the fall of man, inasmuch as this is to them a symbol of 
the rise and character of evil in human life. So also Christian theologians 
are “deceivers and yet true” when they claim that God became incarnate 
to redeem fallen mankind from sin. To Niebuhr a descent of the eternal 
into the timely is utter foolishness. There was neither an incarnation 
of the Son of God nor a redemption by Him of fallen man. Yet ‘the 
gospels of the manger and of the cross,’ he says, are again quite true, 
inasmuch as they demonstrate how God in the end overcomes the tragedy 
of evil, not permitting human destiny to terminate in perdition. Finally 
also the Christian teaching of Christ’s second coming is, according to Nie- 
buhr, both deceptive and true; for according to his philosophy of religion 
there will be no final judgment. But what will take place is that God, 
who apparently has been overcome in human history, will finally triumph 
over the present unrighteousness. Niebuhr thus denies the entire Chris- 
tian doctrine of sin and grace, Law and Gospel, repentance and faith, and 
“transvalues values” in the sense that nothing of a positive creed remains 
except the bare naturalism of a confessional theist. How Barthianism 
will shape his religious thoughts in the future no one can tell; but so 
far Reinhold Niebuhr has proved himself no more than a theological 
twin brother of Harry Emerson Fosdick, whose antichristian sentiments 
are well known. J. THEODORE MUELLER 
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Roma aeterna— semper eadem 


The Catholic Brooklyn Tablet, in announcing a prayer service for 
all victims of persecution in the world, rightly remarks that because of 
the loud protests sent in the direction of Germany religious persecution 
in other lands has been entirely forgotten. It is self-evident, so the 
editorial runs, that we raise protests against the persecution of Jews 
and others in Germany; at the same time, however, the persecution 
of Christians in Soviet Russia must be equally condemned, where two 
million people were systematically starved out and the entire land is 
one monstrous concentration camp. We shall pray, the notice continues, 
that our fellow-men who condemn the persecution of Jews in Germany 
and at the same time send anniversary congratulations to Soviet Russia, 
the liquidator of Christians, and those who refuse to raise any objection 
to persecution of Catholics in Spain and Mexico while they demand 
disruption of diplomatic relations with Germany, that such fellow-men 
might see the light of fairness and recognize that it is wrong to persecute 
any religion, any race, any children of God. —So far the Tablet. Reading 
such statements issuing from Roman Catholic sources must be somewhat 
stunning to any one who knows a bit of history. One thinks of the dark 
pages in the past history of the Roman Church (not so far in the distant 
past either!), and one would like to ask the authority behind the above 
statements a few questions and somehow evoke a real answer, without 
the usual subterfuges of Jesuits, Paulist Fathers, ete. Does Rome really 
mean to set aside that old slogan: Roma semper eadem? Does Rome 
mean to change her ways, but really, with contrition and confession and 
repentance for the past? 

It may not be amiss to devote a few lines to this matter. If we are 
not yet awakened to the fact that the Catholic Action is active, let us 
by all means open our eyes. There is, no doubt, deliberate intention 
behind the spreading of news items of the above nature. They are not 
isolated. In March, 1934, the (Methodist) Christian Advocate brought 
under the heading “This Is Good Doctrine, and from a Romanist, Too” 
this statement of the Rev. Urban J. Vehr, Roman Catholic Bishop of 
Denver: 

“The idea of persecuting any group, of hampering the exercise or 
depriving them of their God-given rights and constitutional privileges 
because of blood or conscientious convictions, is revolting. It matters 
little whether this is done by organized groups in open assembly or in 
the more secret and surreptitious innuendos of interference and retalia- 
tion. It is un-American and a violation of the natural rights of citizen- 
ship. On the positive side, justice, amity, and understanding in the 
relations of the several religious groups of our country supposes 
a religious ideal of the common brotherhood of man with its obligations 
of social justice and fraternal charity. Legislation cannot create it. 
It must be an inner development of the noble attitude of soul and mind.” 
This was widely copied. 

Emphasis is being given to the support rendered to American 
liberties by Catholic dignitaries. Archbishop Ireland is quoted, speaking 
in Paris: “We are not all of one mind upon religious and social questions; 
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indeed, upon many matters we are at variance. But we know one 
another, and we love liberty — and we take as our rule to grant to others 
what we wish to have for ourselves.”!) And the same Archbishop, 
speaking for the Pope, then Leo XIII, in Baltimore: “Leo understands, 
loves, blesses, the liberty which America guarantees to her people.” 2) 
Again, the papal delegate at the Columbian Roman Catholic Congress 
in Chicago, Cardinal Satolli: “Go forward, in one hand bearing the 
Book of Christian truth, in the other the Constitution of the United 
States. Christian truth and American liberty will make you free, happy, 
and prosperous.”3) And Cardinal Gibbons: “A man enjoys religious 
liberty when he possesses the free right of worshiping God according 
to the dictates of a right conscience and of practising a form of religion 
most in accordance with his duties to God. Every act infringing on his 
freedom of conscience is justly styled religious intolerance. This religious 
liberty is the true right of every man, because it corresponds with a most 
certain duty which God has put upon him.”’4) This late cardinal never 
tired in reiterating the claim that the Catholic Church is the very mother 
of civil and religious liberty; so in Baltimore: “I here assert the 
proposition, which I hope to establish by historical evidence, that the 
Catholic Church has always been the zealous promoter cf civil and 
religious liberty and that, whenever any encroachments on these sacred 
rights of man were perpetrated by professing members of the Catholic 
faith, these wrongs, far from being sanctioned by the Church, were 
committed in palpable violation of her authority.”5) (Shades of the 
Waldenses, of Hus, and Savonarola!) 

Special efforts are being made to “doctor” history. Is that slander? 
Well, here is what Hilaire Belloc wrote in Commonweal, April 17, 1936: 
“There is in process today a literary movement of the highest interest: 
it is the rewriting of English history — the establishment of the story of 
England on a basis of truth.... The new rewriting of English history 
is of universal interest, because it is the statement for the first time of 
how the disruption of Europe took place in the sixteenth century... . 
On all these matters we have had for three hundred years in England 
a false official history holding the field; during the last hundred years 
this false official history has enjoyed a monopoly. Whoever reads any 
English historian from Burnet to Trevelyan, whoever reads Hume or 
Gibbon or Freeman or Stubbs or Froude or Bright or Green, is reading 
on the subject of England and Europe history steeped in anti-Catholicism 
and is reading in the particular case of England a form of historical 
falsehood which has become accepted.” Even Lingard, he says, is 
affected by the spirit around him; outside of him the whole mass of 
historical writing is directed toward the belittling and misrepresenting 
of historical truth as to the religion of England and the culture which 
arose from that religion. Belloc himself has taken a leading role in 


1) The Church and Modern Society. Lectures and Addresses by John Ire- 
land, Archbishop of St. Paul, p. 363. 

2) Ll.c., p. 403. 

3) The Chicago Herald, Sept. 6, 1893. 

4) Catholic Mirror, Baltimore, March 14, 1891. 

5) Catholic Mirror, Baltimore, March 14, 1891. 
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this rewriting of English history, producing, besides innumerable volumes, 
mostly of historical character, a history of England in five large volumes 
which is all that any biased Catholic may wish for. An example of such 
“rewritten history” is furnished by G. K. Chesterton in a review of a book 
called Roman Catholicism and Freedom, by the Oxford Professor of 
Church History Cecil John Cadoux, appearing in America, Jan. 30, 1937, 
reading: “So completely hedged in is the writer in the trim Dutch 
garden of Macaulay’s Essays, that he actually adds a note of explanation 
to the suggestion that James II proposed toleration. That James II 
proposed toleration is as certain a fact as that Cobden proposed free 
trade. It is as certain a fact as that his Protestant subjects threw him 
out of his throne for proposing it. He was a Catholic, who wanted 
to tolerate Protestants as well as Catholics. There were very, very 
few Protestants then who wanted to tolerate Catholics as well as 
Protestants.” Which is true; a century of plots against their sovereigns, 
sanctioned and fomented by high and highest Catholic authorities on 
the continent, had taught English Protestants that loyalty to the govern- 
ment and Catholicism simply did not grow in the same garden in En- 
gland. And Chesterton never wrote anything more humorous than this 
that James II issued his Toleration Decree because he “wanted to tolerate 
Protestants as well as Catholics’; his was a Protestant country which 
did not tolerate Catholics, for the reason cited above; Protestants did 
not need his Toleration Decree, nor was it in James’s power to deny 
them toleration; none but the Catholics could, or were meant to, profit 
by James’s decree, except some dissenters, whom James loved no more 
than the Anglicans and who became so alarmed by this evidence of royal 
favor to the Catholics that they joined their enemies, the Anglicans, in 
opposing and voiding James’s act. Solely and alone for his Catholics 
did James issue that decree giving toleration to all when he found that 
his Protestant people would not let him extend favors to Catholics 
specifically. 

The persistent relentless pressure exerted by Catholic Action has 
its effects. Reporting on the fifty-fourth annual meeting of the American 
Historical Association in Providence,R.I. (America, Jan.30,1937), the 
Jesuit Raymond Corrigan records with evident glee that it would have 
been hard for any one of the thousand or more who wandered about 
the convention headquarters or read the daily papers to be unaware of 
Catholic activities; that, though this was not the first time a Roman 
collar appeared on the platform of the Association, it was the first time 
a general session was treated with a paper expressly dealing with the 
Catholic Church; that, incidentally, the paper made big headlines 
the next day and was given generous space in the columns; that, 
incidentally, too, the chairman of the Association introduced the speaker, 
Rev. James A. Magner, with a touching tribute to the Holy Father. — 
In a review of Joseph Chambon’s Der franzoesiche Protestantismus (in 
Church History, Sept.1938) the reviewer, Quirinus Breen, professor at 
Albany College, Albany, Oreg., states: “If church history will make any 
contribution to the unity of Christendom, Joseph Chambon’s book must 
not be taken as a model. It is an oratio pro domo by a vehement 
Protestant — written in an unrelieved high key; the conflict between 
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French Protestants and Catholics is described as one between Christ 
and Satan; there is too much martyrology.” Now, Chambon describes 
the atrocities committed on French Huguenots in lurid colors, it is true, 
but not, as far as my knowledge goes, violating truth; the reviewer 
grants that “the portraits of the Huguenots are not exclusively those 
of saints, and Dr.Chambon concedes this freely. Equally just is he in 
characterizing some of the Catholic orders and Popes.” The point of 
the criticism, then, is, if I understand him right, that in the interest of 
the unity of Christendom we, in writing church history, must now over- 
look and forget the (unacknowledged and unrepented) iniquities per- 
petrated on Protestants by the Catholics where they had the power. 
Has the Roman Church, then, changed so much in principle and 
practise that we must say, The old things have passed away; forget? — 
The Syllabus of Errors, issued by Pope Pius IX in 1864, still stands, in 
which the Most Holy Father declares it an error to say: “The Church 
has not the power of availing herself of force or any direct or indirect 
temporal power; the Church ought to be separated from the State 
and the State from the Church.” Leo XIII, in 1885, indorsed this, and 
in 1888 condemned what he termed “the fatal theory of the right of 
separation between Church and State.” Leo also declared: “From what 
has been said it follows that it is quite unlawful to demand, to defend, 
or to grant unconditional freedom of thought, of speech, cf writing, 
or of worship, as if these were so many rights given by nature to man.” 
Cardinal Gibbons (in The Faith cf Our Fathers, Ed. 49, 1897, p. 264) 
admits that “many Protestants seem to be very much disturbed by some 
such argument as this: ‘Catholics are very ready now to proclaim free- 
dom of conscience because they are in the minority. When they once 
succeed in getting the upper hand in numbers and power, they will 
destroy this freedom because their faith teaches them to tolerate no 
doctrine other than the Catholic’”; but the best he can offer to relieve 
their disturbed minds is a quotation from “the great theologian Becanus” 
to the effect that “religious liberty may be tolerated by a ruler when 
it would do more harm to the State or to the community to repress it.” — 
In 1887, in the Western Watchman, published in St.Louis, Father D.S. 
Phelan wrote: “Protestantism.— We would draw and quarier it. We 
would impale it and hang it up for crow’s meat. We would tear it with 
pincers and fire it with hot irons. We would fill it with molten lead 
and sink it in a hundred fathoms of hell-fire.”’ This excerpt was sub- 
mitted to the (Methodist) Christian Advocate, and when the editor 
expressed his doubts as to its having appeared exactly as quoted, Bishop 
(then Chaplain) McCabe wrote to the editor of the Western Watchman, 
who returned the extract with the sentence added: “but would not lay 
an ungentle hand on a hair in a Protestant head,” and then wrote, 
“That is the sentence in full. D.S. Phelan.” On this the Christian 
Advocate commented: “Well, the Roman Catholic Church never changes. 
We would hate to trust ourselves in many a country in this world in 
the hands of a man belonging to an infallible Church, the Church of 
St. Bartholomew and the auto da fé, whose rhetoric would reach so 
sanguinary a height as this. We fear that to make sure of drawing and 
quartering Protestantism, of impaling and hanging it up for crow’s 
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meat, of tearing it with pincers and firing it with hot irons, it would 
be conceived to be the best way to subject Protestants to all these things.” 
We who have heard of the Inquisition also remember that the Catholics 
have always maintained that fiction: “The Church sheds no blood”; 
no, Father Phelan “would not lay an ungentle hand on a hair in 
a Protestant head”; he would hand the whole Protestant over to the 
secular governments and remind them of the decree of the Fourth 
Lateran Council,1215, which required secular rulers to execute con- 
demned heretics on pain of being themselves excommunicated, deposed, 
and deprived of their property. 

The Osservatore Romano of June 8,1923, had this: “It would seem 
that intolerance in politics is allowed. Now, we ask, Why can it not 
be so in religion, when it is not an opinion that is in danger but the 
truth, not a form of government but the government of the soul, not 
questions of earthly and changeable institutions but eternal salvation? 
We believe in intolerance. According to St.Dominic intolerance is 
dutiful for men of sincere faith. When he went against the Albigenses, 
he fought error, but wanted to save the errant ones.... When we con- 
sider that it was from the Protestant Bible (not from the Holy Bible), 
which excludes every authentic interpretation, that sprang up the 
rebellious doctrine which reached the point of denying the Immaculate 
Conception and the divine and virgin maternity of Mary and begat the 
doubt and negation of the divinity of Christ, we think that no one 
can accuse of irreverence the pyre which destroyed with the origin of 
such blasphemies the sources which curse purity and morals.” (L.u. W., 
Vol. 69,351.) Even if this Italian journal is not the mouthpiece of the 
Pope, it is surely close enough to him that he would know what is printed 
in its pages and could change it if he had experienced a change of heart. 
Dr. F. Pieper said to the above citation: “Rom beansprucht das Recht, alle 
wahren Christen, die sich gewissenshalber der Tyrannei, Irrlehre und 
Abgoetterei des Antichristen entziehen, zu verfolgen und auszurotten. 
Niemals hat der Papst darauf verzichtet, und ohne sich selber auf- 
zugeben, koennte er das auch nicht.” —By the way, that campaign of 
St. Dominic against the Albigenses to which the Osservatore Romano 
alludes led to that notorious crusade against the heretics which extermi- 
nated them by massacres extending over twenty years (1209—1229); 
and though Dominic was probably not responsible for it, a responsible 
leader was the papal legate Arnold, Abbot of Citeaux, whose atrocious 
conduct in this “war” is well known. At the storming of Beziers he 
was asked how they were to distinguish between Catholics and heretics, 
and he answered: “Kill them all; the Lord knoweth His own!” 

A few examples may be added to show how Catholic winds are 
blowing at the present time where they have free course. A few months 
ago (before the action of Germany) the Lutheran reported: “The ‘Los 
von Rom’ movement in Czechoslovakia, which led more than 2,000,000 
out of the Church of Rome into the Evangelical ranks after the World 
War, is now being placed on the defensive. The Catholic Church has 
quietly staged a comeback. Specially trained priests have been estab- 
lished in strategic places; a strong political party, a copy of Germany’s 
old ‘Catholic Center,’ has been set up. Catholic diplomats have adroitly 
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captured controlling positions in the state administration; an aggressive 
‘laymen’s movement’ is hard at work to bring personal influence to bear 
on their neighbors —all with the usual results. Adopting the ruthless 
tactics of Austria’s brand of Fascism, the Church has set to work to 
break up mixed marriages, much in the manner in vogue in French 
Canada. There is no place left for the practise of Christian toleration; 
for the Church has repeatedly declared that it is against her principles 
to grant toleration to heresy, though she claims it for herself in heretical 
lands. And so in Bohemia the spirit and method, if not the machinery, 
of the medieval Inquisition has been established to the glory of the 
Catholic Church and its God.” 

Finally the case of Alfred Noyes. Again I quote the Lutheran 
(Sept. 28,1938): “Eleven years ago Alfred Noyes, English poet and one- 
time professor of poetry at Princeton, abandoned the Church of England 
for Catholicism as the only sufficient and authoritative faith. Recently 
Noyes issued a biography of Voltaire, published by a noted Catholic firm, 
in which he fully exposed the ecclesiastical and secular corruptions of the 
times and approved Voltaire’s judgment of a certain ecclesiastic, that 
‘to receive the host at his hands would be like swallowing a spider,’ 
The Supreme Congregation of the Holy Office, whose distinguished head 
is the Pope himself and which has authority over all questions of faith, 
morals, heresies, mixed marriages, and the Index Expurgatorius (which 
passes final judgment on all books offered to Catholic readers), con- 
demned Noyes’s Voltaire, ordered it withdrawn from circulation, and 
expressed its willingness to receive a recantation. The publishers 
hastened to submit. Noyes, however, who had defended Voltaire from 
the charge of atheism, picturing him rather as ‘a Deist without quite 
enough insight to become a full Christian,’ in rather a refreshing way 
asked for reasons why he should recant. Evidently he had carried 
more of his Protestantism with him on his hegira into Catholicism than 
he realized; for when he was admonished to submit first and that after- 
wards he would be given the reasons, Noyes replied in a public letter 
to Cardinal Hinsdale of Westminster, which appeared in the Times 
of London: ‘So far as I know, it is the first time in history that any 
English writer of any standing or indeed any English writer who in 
his work —whatever his personal failures may be—has reverenced 
“conscience as his king” has had such an order addressed to him in 
such terms.’ Noyes’s spirit is worthy, even if his historic recollection 
is faulty; but his independence has had its effect. Cardinal Hinsdale 
has replied mildly that he knows nothing of condemnation, but he 
would like to have a private talk with Noyes. However, the end is 
not yet for Noyes.” — This last surmise was correct; for on December 7, 
1938, the same paper reported: “The fine gesture of freedom made by 
Alfred Noyes toward the Vatican’s ban on his Life of Voltaire quickly 
stiffened into a salute of submission. The publishing house, which had 
been ‘severely warned,’ got out from under by selling out its interests 
to another firm. But Mr. Noyes has agreed—following the bland 
assurance of Cardinal Hinsdale that the dose would not taste too bad — 
to accept any suggestions that may be made by the church authorities. 
One thing asked is that Mr. Noyes should remove a good bit of the 
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black from the French Catholic clergy of Voltaire’s time. For another, 
the church dignitary who made Voltaire feel that ‘to receive the host 
at his hands would be like swallowing a spider’ is to be revised into 
respectability in some tolerable measure. All of which is puzzling; for 
wasn’t Mr. Noyes nobly claiming his right to, and his utter devotion to, 
historical integrity? Poor man! Mr. Noyes is discovering, as did Cardinal 
Newman, that, when once you accept the Vatican’s premises, you can’t 
beat the system.” H. 


Cine Rirde auf dem Holzweg 


Prof. Lic. Dr. Martin Gerhardt, Gottingen, trifft in einer Wrbeit, ,Der 
Wittenberger Kirdeniag 1848", die er in der Septembernummer de3 Moz 
natsblattes ,Die Snnere Mifjion” verdffentlicht, folgende drei widtigen 
Fejtitellungen: 

1. , 23 im Sturmjahr 1848 die Margrevolution iiber Deutfdhland daz 
Hinging, teurde Dem mannigfach gerfplitterten deutfchen Proteftantismus die 
Stellungnahme zu einer Frage aufgestwwungen, an der die Generation der 
Sra MetternichSs, wenige riihmlide WusSnahmen abgerechnet, gu ihrem 
Schaden voritbergegangen war, namlid) gu der Frage eines Zujammen-z 
fehlijfes aller deutfchen evangelijchen LandeSfirdhen. Michts beleuchtet greller 
die Damaligqe Schwache de3 deutfdhen Protejtantimus als die Tatjache, dak 
die evangelifden Kirchen jich jebt das Gefjek ihres Handelns von aufenher, 
von der ploglich beranderten politijden Lage, vorfdreiben laffen muften. 
Schuld an diefer Schwache war — nicht ausjchlieblich, aber doch gu einem 
quten Teil — das Staatsfirchentum damaliger Pragqung, das einerfeits der 
Stirche gu einem ftarfen Cigenleben tveniqg Raum gelajjen und andererfeits 
ihre verantivortliden WmtStrager in eine faljdhe BVeamtenficserheit einge- 
iwiegt hatte. SYebt war e3 mit einem Gehlage fo weit gefommen, dak 
niemtand iwubte, was aus den eingelnen LandeSfirchen tverden iwiirde. Man 
nuigte gefapt fein auf eine plobliche rabdifale Trennung von Kirche und 
Staat, und man mupte fchleunig Vorjorge treffen, dap man einer drohen- 
den Neuordnung der Dinge nicht villig unvorbereitet entgegenging. Dazgu 
hatte die Revolution in erjchredender Weife dargetan, wie weit die Ent- 
chrijtlidung de3 Volfes in allen Schichten bereits fortgefdritten war. Demz- 
gegeniiber twar eS hohe Zeit fiir die Kirche, ihre Krafte gufammenguraffen, 
unt den Boden im Volf nicht gang zu verlieren.“ 

2. ,UlS dann die Katajftrophe de3 ungliicliden RKriegSausgangs und 
der Novemberrevolte bon 1918 iiber Deutfedhland hereinbrach, da rachte e3 
fich nur gu bitter, dak die evangelijche Kirche die VBismardfde ReichSgriin- 
dung in der Cinigungsfrage fo gut wie unbenubt gelaffen hatte und dap 
fie fich in den angen Friedensjahren giwijdhen 1871 und 1914 abermals in 
eine falfche biirgerlide Sicherheit hatte eintwiegen lafjen. Wieder tie einft 
im Jahre 1848 mupte fie fich in befchamender Weije das Gefes ihres Ganz 
deln3 bon den berdnderten politifden Verhaltniffen vorfdreiben laffen. Erft 
infolge der neuen Bedrohung de3 deutichen Proteftantismus durch den 
Marxzismus und durch da3 mit ihm verbiindete romgebundene Zentrum ift 
im QYahre 1922 der Deutiche Cvangelifche Kirchenbund entftanden al3 ein 
verfajfungsmagig begriindeter Zujammenfdlug aller deutfdjen Landes- 
firdjen, Der freilich inumer nod) fehr lofe war und dem firdlicdjen Partifula- 
ri8mus noch reidlic) Raum getwahrte.“ 
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3. ,€rft alS das Weimarer Staatengebilde durch die mit einer bis 
Dabin unerhdrten politifhen Dynamif erfiillte Bewegung de3 MNational- 
fogialismus hiniweggefegt wurde, da zerbrachen auf der gangen Linie die 
legten SMujionen iiber die Wirklichfeit unjerer firchlicen Lage. Bur tiefften 
Vefchamung aller firchentreuen evangelijdhen Chrijten hat der deutfdhe Pro-z 
teftanti8mus in feiner inneren Unjelbjtandigfeit und Obnmadt fich gum 
dritten Male das Gefeb jeines Handelns von der ploblich und griindlig 
verdnderten politijden Lage Her aufnotigen lafjen miifjen. %Wus diefer Mot- 
lage heraus ijt Die Reichsfirde geboren worden. uch fie ijt bis zur Stunde 
faum etwas andereS getvefen als cin in fich gerrijjene3, ohumadtiges Ge- 
bilde, das ohne den ftarfen Arm de3 Staates nicht leben und nicht fter- 
ben fann.“ 

So weit Martin Gerhardt. Mit jolcher jchonungslojen Ojffenheit hat 
wohl felten cin Bertreter Der Deutfchen Cvangelifden Kirche ihre furdtbare 
Entwidhing und ibren noch fcdhrecliceren Zuftand gejchildert. 

Dak der Verfajfer, der als bedeutender Wichern-Forjcher der Gegen- 
wart gilt, als eingigen Lichtblic in folcher traurigen Gegenivart feiner Kirdje 
Die Snnere Mijfion fieht, ijt felbjtverjtandlich. 

us dDiefem Grunde denft Mariin Gerhardt twohl auch an feiner Stelle 
jeiner UWrbeit dDaran, nach dem Grunde und der Urfache der bleibenden furdht- 
baren Mot der Deutjchen Cvangelijchen Kirche zu fragen. Go tief das auch 
gu bedauern ijt, jo jelbjtverftandlich ijt e3, Denn eS ijt die Mentalitat diejer 
Nichtung, nur immer in firchlichen Machtgedanfen denfen zu fonnen. BWolf3- 
firche, LandeSfirdhe, Staatsfirde, Neich3firche und Nationalfirde find die 
Gedanfenferne, um die fich alles dreht. Man gibt fich feine Nechenfdaft 
Daritber, DaR dies Wollen fonfurrierender Machtwille der alleinberechtigten 
Macht der weltlicen Obrigfeit gegeniiber ijt. Da, wo wirklich Kirdhe SEfu 
Chrifti ijt, vergichtet die chrijtliche Kirche gern auf jeden Machtanj{pruch an 
den Dingen diefer Welt, weil er ihrem Wejen widerjpricht, und unterjtellt fich 
iwilliglich der Macht deS Staates, der ihr Gajtrecht gewahrt und der allein 
von Gott dem HErrn %uftrag und Aufgabe gur tweltliden Machtent- 
faltung Hat. 

Von folder Sicht her fann auch nur eingejehen werden, dak die Ynnere 
Miffion, twie fie jiceh in der Deutjehen Cvangelifcdhen Kirche ausgetwirft hat, 
einen bleibenden Cingriff in die Hoheitsrechte de3 Staates darjtellt und in-z 
fofern auch gar nichts mit chriftlicher Nachitenliebe gu tun hat. Nur der 
Wbfall von der reformatorifden Lehre vom Wefen der Kirdhe fonnte gum 
firchlichen Machtwillen fiihren, und nur die Wbhfchr von Luther Lehre vom 
Veruf fonnte zum Yrrtumsweg der Ynneren Pifjion twerden. 

Wenn e$ dafiir noch eines Veiveifes bedarf, jo fann er nicht beffer erz 
bracht twerden als durd J. H. Wicherns grundlegende Rede fiir die Snnere 
Mijfion auf dem Wittenberger Kirchentag am 22. September 1848. Da 
heift e3: 

»Die Junere Mijjion hat e3 jebt fehlechterdings mit der Politif gu tun, 
uud arbeitet fie nicht in diefem Ginne, fo twird die Kirche mit dem Staate 
untergehen.“ 

nDer Staat fir fich allein ift nicht befabhigt, direft die ganze Lodfung 
deS Problems [der fogialen Frage] heraufgufiihren, twietwohl er jest auf 
indireftem Wege die Lofung um fo viel mehr angebahnt hat in der Gez 
wahrung des gropen Rechts der freien BVergefelljdaftung [Vereinsredht]. 
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Wenn in begug auf diefen Punkt die Kirche fich ihreS neuen volfSstiimliden 
Verufs bewufpt wird und von diefem Recht im volljten Umfang fiir jidh Geez 
braud) macht, um e3 mit dem hriftliden Geift gu erfiillen und in der Richz 
tung Der Ynneren MNijfion alfo zur Rettung de3 Volfes fich entfalten gu 
laffen, fo twird fie alS Retterin de3 gangen Gemeintwejens gefeqnet werden.” 
(Wicherns Gef. Schriften, Bd. III, 233 ff.) 

Diefe Sabe bediirfen nur einer oberflachlichen itherpriifung, um fofort 
die Vermanjdung von Kirche und GStaat, da3 Hereingreifen der Ynnern 
Mifjion in die HoheitSgebiete des Staates und damit den Willen der evanz 
gelifchen Kirche gur tweltlichen Macht gu erfennen. Daf aber das Widernjde 
Regept fein Heilmittel darbot fiir die todfranfe Kirde, zeigt ihre Cntwidlung 
feit Dem Wittenberger Kirchentag bis in unfere Tage, in denen jie fich ,alB 
ein in jich Zerriffenes, ohnmdachtiges Gebilde” zeigt, ,da3 ohne den ftarfen 
Arm de$ Staates nicht leben und nicht jterben fann”. 

Das ijt der Holgiweg, auf dem jich die Deutjdhe Cvangelijche Kirche und 
ihre Bnnere Mifjion befindet und der zu Bielen fiihrt, wie jie Martin Gerz 
Hardt jichtbar gemacht hat. 

Wann wird fich diefe Kirche auf ihr Wefen und ifren Urjprung bez 
finnen ? Ev.clLuth. Freifirde 


peas tuft du fiir mid?” 


Vet Gelegenheit einer Regenfion der Hollenbergifden Schrift iiber die 
»freie chrijtliche Tatigfeit” fchreibt Strobel in dem erjten OQuartalheft der 


Rudelbachfdhen Beitjcdhrift von diefem Yabhre: ,Unjere Vorfahren Hatten 
ftarfe apojtolijche Griinde, dem gefreuzigten Verjihner nichts tweiter in den 
Mund gu legen alZ das lautere Evangelium ,Da3 tat ih fiir Did!’ Die 
falgfornlofe Gefebanflicderei Was tuft du fiir mich?’ qriindet fic) nicht auf 
Gotte3 Wort, fondern auf Zingendorf3 VBleiftift und predigt in diefem Buz 
fanumenfange einen andern Chrijtus als den, der gefommen ijt, nicht um 
fich bon uns dienen gu laffen, fondern um uns gu dienen und fein Leben gur 
Grldjung fiir un3 zu geben; — fie ift eine Unterdriidung de3 Cvangeliums 
durch das widerhergeftellte Gefeb. Und gefebtreiberifd wie ihr Stichtwort 
ift auch die gejamte ,chriftliche Freitatigkeit’; hatte fie auch nur eine fdhivache 
eigene Erfahrung vom Cvangelium, von der freien Gnade Gottes 
in Chrifto, bon der Rechtfertiqung, Simmbdenvergebung und Geligfeit durch 
den Glauben ohne unjer Werk, Verdienft und Butun, fo twiirde fie nicht ein 
fo marftjchreierifdes Getwerbe mit den abjonderliden Leijtungen ihrer ge 
{preigten ViebeStaten vorlejen, al wollte jie fagen: Gebet, jo viel mug man 
fiir Den HErrn tin, fo viel Geld fiir ihn ausgeben, fo viel beten, laufen und 
rennen, tvenn un3 da, tas er fiir uns getan, wirflich gugute fommen foll!“ 
Nachdem hierauf Strobel Veifpiele aufgefiihrt hat, wie man den Leuten jest 
borrechnet, twa die Vereine Grokes gujammengebradt haben, febt er Hingu: 
rSiehjt du wohl, St. Petrus, jest fpricht man nicht mehr: ,Silber und Gold 
Habe ich nicht‘ oder gar: ,Dak du verdammt twerdeft mit deinem Geldel* 
Sebt ift in der Kirde das glorreide Beitalter der metallenen und arithmeti- 
fden Heiligfeit angebrochen, welche nicht mehr fragt: Was glaubt —? 
fondern nur nod: Was zgahlt der Chrijt?” — Wollte Gott, auch unjerm 
werftatigen Wmerifa twiirde ein folder Kritifer wie Strobel befdert! Wir 
bebdiirften feiner gar fehr. (ehre und Wehre, 1859, S. 62.) 
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D. Saffes Kampf gegen die ,,lutherifden’ Lengner der Iutherifden 
Abendmahlslehre. Bn der ,MKirdhlichen Beitfedhrift” (Januar 1939) drucét 
D. Jieu einen ReformationSfejtartifel aus der Feder D. Gaffes, der die itber- 
fehrift hat: Sind wir noch Kirde der Reformation?” und fiir die ,,Luthez 
rifcbe Kirche“ gejchrieben twurde. Wir fonnen uns nicht verjagen, einige 
Wbjchnitte diejes trefflichen WrtifelS unjern Lefern vorgulegen: ,,€3 gibt 
sevangelifdes Rirdhen in Deutfdhland, in denen fein Theologe mehr Pfarrer 
tverden fann, der das glaubt, [ehrt und befennt, was Luther geglaubt, gelehrt 
und befannt bat... . Mein, man braucht wirflich nicht erft bid gu dem 
Deutjehen Chrijtentum gehen, um den vollen Verfall evangelijder Lehre im 
Deutfejen Proteftantismus mit angujehen. ... %Wber man Handelt jo, ,als 
vb‘ man in den Vahnen de3 Yieformators twandelt, wenn man da3 Gegenteil 
von Dem tut, was er getan und gelehrt hat.... © fann fein, dak jemand 
gu Der iibergeugung fommt, Luthers AWhendmahi[Sslehre fei, um mit den Worz 
ten de$ Hallefden Theologen Loofs gu reden, ,cine der grandiojeften Ver- 
irrungen chriftlicher GlaubenSgedanfen‘’. Wir achten jeden, der auf Grund 
ernjter VSemiihung um das Verftandnis der Bibel gu andern CErgebnijjen 
fonunt al3 Luther und die Yugqsburgifce Nonfefjion. Wher tvas wir dann 
aus Griinden menjfehlichen Anjtands und chrijtlicer Wahrhaftigkeit von ihm 
erivarten Ditrfen, ijt dies, Dak ex fich ebrlich gu der Tatjache befennt, dak er 
anderS [ehrt alS Luther... . Wenn febon der menjehliche Wnjtand eS ver 
bietet, einent Lebenden da3 Wort im Munde umgudrehen und aus feinen 
Worten das Gegenteil von dem zu macen, twas er qejagt hat, wie viel mehr 
gilt DaS von den Vatern, die fich nicht mehr verteidigen, die nicht mehr 
anders gut un reden fonnen al durch ihr gefehriebenes Wort! Wir moddhten 
das nicht nur fiir Luther fagen, jondern fiir die Vater unjerer Kirche iiberz 
Haupt, bon den vielgejehmahten Verfafjern der Konfordienforme!l bis gu den 
Meulutheranern’ de3 19. Jahrhunderts, die getviffe Theologen unjerer Beit 
mit Hohn und Spott gu iibergiefen pflegen, nachdem fie ihre Werke auf ge- 
lehrie Sitate hin gepliindert haben, und bis gu den Lehrern und Fiihrern 
unferer Kirche, die noch bis in unfere Tage gelebt haben... . Die Undanf- 
barfeit gegen das Werf der Reformation, die Verleugnung der Lehre 
Luthers, ijt die tiefe Mot der evangelifden Kirche Deutfchlands. Gie ift 
Die cigentliche Urjache fiir den offenfundigen Verfall unfer3 Chriftentums. 
&8 hat feinen Ginn, dap twir uns iiber dad beflagen, was die Gegner der 
Kirche uns antun. Gie vollftrecfen ein Gericht, das fommen mufte und da 
Diejenigen, welche ein twenig tiefer in die inneren Zuftande unferer Rirchen 
Hineingefehen haben, langft haben fommen jehen. ... Die eingige Rettung 
deS evangelifden Chrijtentums in Deutfdhland befteht vielmehr darin, dah 
wir endlich mit der furchtbaren Untwahrhaftigfeit ein Ende macdjen, in der 
der deutfdhe Proteftantimus nun feit Generationen lebt.... Geit Schleier- 
macer befteht bet vielen Theologen die Theologie in der Kimjt, mit den 
Worten des firdhlicjen Befenntnijfes das Gegenteil bon dem gu lehren, was 
das Befenninis fagt. Diefe, aus einer ticfen tweltanfdaulicdjen Not erz 
wadhfene Untwahrhaftigkeit liegt wie ein Fluch auf der theologifchen Wiffen- 
fcaft und hat, indem fie von der Wiffenfdjaft in die Praxis eindrang, das 
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firchliche Leben vergiftet. Das ift die Nranfheit, an der die ebangelijde 
Stirde leidet.... Der Qurchfchnittspfarrer von heute hat fein Gefiihl mehr 
dafiir, Dak e3 eine Verjiindigung an der Wahrheit ijt, wenn er daB fiinfte 
Hauptftiic [unfer fechjtes Hauptitiié] in Luthers Crflarung lernen lapt, 
diefe Erflarung aber wieder calvinifcd erflart.... C3 twar der groge Brrz 
tunt de3 Proteftantis8mus im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert, dag er meinte, der 
modernen Welt den Weg gum Chrijtentum durch die Preisgabe der firch- 
lichen Lehre erleicjtern gu fonnen. Gr hat damit nur erreidt, dag nie- 
mand mehr jeine BVerfiindigung ernjft nabm. Denn wer foll eine Nirde 
ernjt nehmen, die felbjt nicht mehr wei, was fie glaubt, lehrt und bez 
fennt? . . . Man meine auch nicht, dDaB eine Geringfchabung deS firch- 
Yichen BVefenntnijjes die Wutoritat der Heiligen Schrift fteigern fonnte. C3 
ift eine gang unumftiplicde Tatfache der Kirdhengefdichte, dak die WXutoritat 
der Bibel mit der Wutoritat des die Bibel auslegenden Befenntniffes fteht 
und fallt. Das gropte Veijpiel dafiir ijt die Reformation felbjt. Ohne das 
Vefenninis der Kirche mit feinem ,Dienjt am Wort’, mit feinem Refpeft vor 
dem Wort twird die Bibel gum Spielball willfiirlicher, feftiererijcher Wus- 
lequng. Oder gibt e8 eine tiefere, demittigere, Dent Wort gehorjamere Wusz 
fequng der Heiligen Schrift als die BVefenntnidfchriften unjerer Kirche? 
Niemand behauptet, daB fie alleS jagen. iemand beftreitet, day e3 Wabhrz 
heiten der Schrift gibt, die noch tiefer, noch beffer verjtanden werden miiffen. 
Niemand nimmt Unfehlbarfeit fiir ihre Wusfagen und Formulierungen in 
Wnjpruch. Das aber glauben wir, dak der Kirche neue Crfenntnijje und 
ein tieferes Verjtandnis der Schrift nur dann gejchenft werden fonnen, wenn 
fie Die Wahrheit, die hr in der Reformation Luthers einjt fiir alle Zeiten 
gejchenft worden ijt, nicht vergipt und nicht verachtet.“ 

Das ijt ein erfehittterndes, aber auch herrliches Beugnis, dem man e3 
iwiinfehen modchte, dah e3 in jeder Lutherifchen CStudierjtube beachtet und 
unter Gebet ertwogen twiirde. Freilich geht diefer teure Befenner gu weit, 
ivenn er meint, ohne da3 Vefenninis der Kirche werde die Bibel ,,gum Spiel 
ball twillfitrlicher, feftiererifcher Wuslequng”. Das hatte ettvas ecingefdrantt 
werden follen. Das Vibelwort ijt machtig und far genug, fich auch ohne 
das Vefenntni3 der Kirche zu behaupten. Wenn er davon redete, twas ge- 
wohnlich gefchieht, Dann hatte er recht. C3 hatte am Schlup auch noch gez 
fagt werden fonnen, dak befenntnistreue Lutheraner, wahrend fie allerding3 
die Vefenniniffe nicht als unfehlbar und infpiriert anfehen, doch glauben, 
Daf Darin die goldreine Lehre de gdttlichen Worts befannt wird, dak fie 
dDarum auch nichts mit der jogenannten Lehrentwidelung gu tun haben twollen. 

SehlieBlidc) follten wir noch die Worte Hingufiigen, mit denen D. Reu 
Diejen WArtifel Gaffes einleitet. Cr fagt, dak D. Gaffe endlich einmal die 
Srage aufivirft, die [angft hatte aufgetworfen werden follen. Sch nenne 
nur eins: Kann eine Kirde noch den Namen ,lutherijds beanfpruden, wenn 
gum Beifpiel die erdriidende Mehrgahl ihrer Theologen die lutherijdhe Lehre 
vom Wbendmabhl entweder offen befampft oder doch fubjeftiv umbdeutet und 
die Kirchenleitungen entiveder dagu fchtveigen oder felber ebenjo handeln? 
Was foll unter diefen Verhaltniffen der utherifche’ Weltfonvent?” °. 

American Delegates at the Lutheran World Convention. — Accord- 
ing to an item that appeared in the Lutheran of December 28, 1938, forty 
delegates will represent American Lutheran churches at the Lutheran 
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World Convention to be held in Philadelphia in 1940. According to the 
allocation made by the commiitee the United Lutheran Church is asked 
to send 17 delegates, the American Lutheran Church 6, the Norwegian 
Lutheran Church 6, the Augustana Synod 4, the United Danish Lutheran 
Church, the Danish Evangelical Lutheran Church, the Lutheran Free 
Church, and the Icelandic Synod each one. The item states: “Three 
places were held open for the possible use of the Suomi Synod, the 
Eielsen Synod, and the Church of the Lutheran Brethren. It was 
furthermore agreed that the heads of the respective bodies are entitled 
to be delegates ex officio in addition to the number of regular delegates.” 
A. 

Is the Christian Ministry No Longer Attractive? — The Presbyterian, 
January 5, contains an article in which we read this paragraph: “A re- 
cent editorial in a great newspaper, commenting on the choice of pro- 
fessions of a college class of nearly 1,500, states that 8 per cent. chose 
medicine, 4 per cent. law, 15 per cent. accounting, 14 per cent. engineer- 
ing, 6 per cent. business, over 25 per cent. teaching; but the ministry is 
not even mentioned, nor any percentage given. An inquiry of the in- 
stitution reveals the fact that of the 1,500 only 3 chose the ministry, 2 the 
Roman Catholic priesthood, and one the Jewish rabbinate. In 77 years, 
of 8,000 alumni of this institution only 3 per cent. have entered the min- 
istry. Of course, the story of our denominational colleges is very dif- 
ferent, and yet less and less are students thinking of the ministry as 
a profession. ... During the last five years, candidates for the ministry 
under our presbyteries’ care have steadily dwindled: 1,464, 1,314, 1,274, 
1,160, 1,128. During the same five years our 12 theological seminaries 
graduated every year fewer men, namely, 246, 228, 220, 208, 198. And of 
these seminary graduates, for years, the proportion who actually become 
pastors of churches grows ever less, falling from 93 per cent. in 1894 
to 80 per cent. in 1928.... Last year 255 of our ministers died, and we 
ordained only 178. In 1935 it was much the same: 252 died, and we 
ordained only 176, and last year, with 255 dying, our seminaries pro- 
duced, to take their places, probably not 160 men.” Concluding his re- 
marks, the writer of the article makes mention of the closing of Auburn 
Theological Seminary on account of lack of funds, the second oldest 
seminary of the Presbyterian Church. A dark picture! A. 


State Aid for Parochial Schools. — Catholics won their fight for State 
aid for parochial schools in New York. By a narrow margin the voters 
at the November election approved Amendments One and Eight to the 
constitution, authorizing the State Assembly to pass legislation provid- 
ing taxes for the transport of children to parochial schools and to furnish 
social services to the pupils of these schools. The whole power of the 
Roman Catholic hierarchy was used to influence the voters, and, as 
usual, the opposition was divided. But the chief blame for this breach 
in the principle of separation of Church and State must rest on the 
politicians; they were afraid of alienating the Catholic vote and had little 
to say on the matter. As was brought out by the Lutheran protest 
during the campaign, the matter of bus transportation for children at- 
tending parochial schools is not so much to be feared; but the “joker” 
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in the amendment is the other phrase: to furnish social services to them; 
anything from dental inspection to the building and equipping of new 
schoolhouses may be made to hide behind this. Besides, it is the first 
wedge; and, mixing my metaphors, you know what happens after the 
camel gets its nose into the tent. T.H. 


The “New York Times” recently quoted an advertisement that ap- 
peared in a Southern city: “Lost or strayed—an undetermined number 
of Baptists from services of First Baptist Church. Hope to find them 
at church. Dr.J.A.Stewart, pastor.” To this the Watchman-Examiner 
remarked: “If Dr. Stewart will come to New York or any other large 
Northern city, he may find some of his ‘lost’ or ‘strayed’ members roam- 
ing among the crowds. Not only from Mississippi but from almost every 
other State in the Union there are thousands upon thousands of Baptists 
in urban centers who have failed to notify their home churches where 
they are and have never affiliated themselves with a ‘church of like 
faith and order’ in their new communities. Here is an evil which ought 
to be corrected.” Reading this, I was reminded of an old farmer from 
the Ozarks who visited an acquaintance in a certain section of Kansas 
and, after viewing his farm, exclaimed: “Gott sei Dank, andere Leute 
haben auch Steine!” It is a sad consolation that the above-mentioned 
evil is not limited to Lutherans.— The situation is aggravated by the 
fact that there still are preachers who fail to report removals of mem- 
bers to the pastors in their new location even when they know about 
them or could easily find out. T.B, 


Gn Gambling. — Asserting that the situation in the Christian Church 
as far as gambling is concerned fills one with shame, the editor of the 
Lutheran Companion presents these facts gathered by the American 
Institute of Public Opinion, Dr.George Gallup, director. “The survey 
has revealed the fact that more people gamble in church-conducted 
lotteries and raffles than in any other form of game.” The figures he 
(Dr. Gallup) gives are as follows: “Church lotteries, 29%; punch boards, 
26%; slot-machines, 23%; playing cards for money, 21%; betting on 
elections, 19%; sweepstake tickets, 13%; betting on horse races, 10%; 
numbers games, 9%. The survey revealed the fact that more than five 
persons in every ten in the United States indulge in some form of 
gambling, and most of them freely admitted that they came out ‘on the 
losing end.’ Those who are in the lower-ring group were found most 
frequently among the losers, and 45% of all those who gambled confessed 
that they are ‘on relief.” Continuing, the editor says that in Cincinnati 
the chancellor of the Roman Catholic diocese defended gambling “as 
a legitimate amusement or recreation because it is intended as a necessary 
relaxation of the mind.” This utterance was made in criticism of the 
order of the city manager, who endeavored to restrict gambling practises 
in that city. There is no doubt that here attention is drawn to a sore 
spot in conditions as they obtain today in outward Christianity. A. 


The Situation in Korea. — “One long resident in Korea” draws a dis- 
turbing picture of the situation in the Presbyterian missions in Korea 
as he discusses the situation in an article appearing in the Presbyterian. 
We quote a few of his sentences. “Due to strict censorship, it is difficult 
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to inform the Church in ‘sending-lands’ of the most amazing period of 
trial the Korean Church has ever known. It is so insidious and subtle 
that it would be hard to prove that it is persecution, and yet it is under- 
mining one of the greatest churches in mission lands, a Church of 500,000 
Protestant adherents. This period of trial began three years ago by the 
government’s requiring all schools to do obeisance at the shrines of the 
sun goddess Ama-terasu O-mikami, the grand ancestress of the imperial 
family of the late emperor Meiji. To most missionaries and Korean 
Christians this seems nothing more or less than paganism, than ancestor- 
worship, even though officials insist that they are not requiring it as 
a religious rite but only as an act of patriotism. Several missionaries 
and Koreans were removed as principals and teachers in schools because 
they refused to comply. Three Presbyterian missions, representing by 
far the greater part of the work in Korea, finally decided that they would 
withdraw from the field of secular education. They do not want to 
oppose the government in its educational policy, and they feel that, 
regardless of whatever stand the Korean can or will take, the missions 
must take the stand that to comply with such an order is to compromise 
Christian witness. Many mission-schools have been closed. From other 
schools the missions are withdrawing and the schools are being carried 
on by the presbyteries or boards of control. The Korean Christians 
in such cases, although sympathetic with the missionaries, were faced 
with the dilemma of having no schools for their children, or compro- 
mising. The government officials naturally encouraged, or put pressure 
on, the Koreans to continue schools. Indeed, they know the alternative 
for them is arrest and torture.” In addition, the government has sought 
to compel the native Christians to go to the shrines and bow there. 
At church meetings, through the pressure exerted by the presence of 
police officials and the action of plain-clothes men, resolutions were 
passed condoning such “going to the shrines.” 

In speaking of what has resulted, the writer says: “Some churches 
have been able to ‘get by’ by silent prayer at the beginning of the 
services, singing the national anthem, repeating the oath of allegiance, 
bowing to the East, raising the national flag in front of the church- 
building — things which most Christians (but not all) think they can 
do without a compromise of conscience.” 

The following information is likewise to the point: “With the present 
war in China the denationalization of the Korean people has been carried 
on in earnest. The use of Japanese by all officials and in all the schools is 
required. It is predicted that in a few years preaching in the churches 
will be allowed only in Japanese. ... Many of the best Korean church- 
leaders are, or have been, in prison for two reasons. First, because 
they refuse to go to the shrines. They have been tortured by beatings, 
by the ‘water cure,’ by being dragged by the hair, by being forced to 
sign statements, by being released for a few days and then called back 
to endure more torture. . . . Other church-leaders and Christian 
teachers have been imprisoned because of political suspicion. . . . 
Extreme nationalism has put them under suspicion, and their future 
at this moment seems hopeless.” These are terrible conditions. May 
God have mercy on His little flock! A. 
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The Difficulties of the “Godless” in Russia continue to multiply. 
In spite of their bland assurances (for foreign consumption) that religion 
will be thoroughly stamped out within a few years, their own papers 
have been publishing agitated accounts of a wide-spread and increasing 
interest in religion throughout the Soviets. Their editors are par- 
ticularly exercised over the specially keen inquiry about religion among 
the young people and within the chosen ranks of the Komsomol, which 
includes nearly 6,000,000 of both sexes between fourteen and twenty- 
three years of age. The current purge of this organization, which was 
considered to be definitely committed to the godless ideology of the 
Soviet régime, has been attributed to the Soviet abhorrence for “the 
development of extreme moral laxity” in the Komsomol. That, however, 
is an excuse too often used recently by several governments to cover 
persecutions for other reasons objectionable to the authorities. Uneasy 
knowledge is taken of the fact that village churches are being more 
frequently attended by young women who bring their children to the 
services. Some groups on the collectivist farms (state-controlled) will 
not work on Sunday. At Berditchef the peasants placarded their 
meeting-houses with Bible-verses— “Consider the lilies of the field; 
they toil not, neither do they spin,” and “Thou shalt not kill”’ The 
first text caused the peasants to be charged with sabotage of the 
collectivist farm spirit; the second convicted them as conscientious 
objectors. A growing group of Adventists have become so influential 
that atheists, and even their children, are being converted. Near Rostov 


another group, vowed to silence, will take no part in the government and 
follow only the precepts of the Bible. For all these the “Godless” ask 
the Soviet’s condemnation as “Kulaks undermining the work of the 
Soviet régime.” Russia is slowly on her way to learn that persecution 
of faith only vindicates it in the end.— The Lutheran. 


Niemoeller Still in Prison. — In an article written by Dr. Turner, for- 
merly pastor of the American Church in Berlin, the Christian Century 
submits interesting news on Pastor Niemoeller’s condition. In spite of 
numerous efforts in his behalf his release has not yet been obtained. 
We quote Dr. Turner: “These delegations doubled in number as the 
Christmas season approached. Most moving and dramatic of all was the 
personal petition of Field Marshal von Mackensen to Hitler. This sole 
surviving war lord is a popular hero in Germany and has been much 
feted by the Nazis. He is an outspoken evangelical believer, as was 
Hindenburg. Mackensen, who is in his ninetieth year, stated his wil- 
lingness to forego a military funeral and other public honor if only the 
Fuehrer would grant the request of one who might die any time, and 
stated that his sole and last request was for the liberation of Pastor Nie- 
moeller.” The plea was in vain. Niemoeller “is now allowed to write 
only his wife, and that but twice monthly. ... Niemoeller’s physical and 
mental health is noticeably suffering. An attack of intestinal grippe, 
an illness prevalent around Berlin this summer, further weakened his 
powers in August. During October a threat of pneumonia caused great 
anxiety throughout the Evangelical Church. ... The cells at Sachsen- 
hausen uniformly have full-length windows. The lower two thirds of 
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Niemoeller’s window, however, has been boarded up, affording him in- 
adequate light and no outside view. ... As for his family, the Dahlem 
pastor has been nominally allowed to see his wife and one child monthly. 
This would ordinarily mean that he sees his entire family every seven 
months, for there are seven children. ... Frau Niemoeller does not 
journey to the concentration camp for the monthly meeting with her 
husband. They see each other at Alexanderplatz, the Berlin city police 
headquarters. Dr. Niemoeller looks forward to the auto ride as a wel- 
come break in camp monotony. The route lies through fifteen miles of 
beautiful Brandenburg landscape north of Berlin. Concentration camp 
Sachenhausen lies at Oranienburg, and the camp is sometimes called 
Oranienburg. ... So far as can be’ learned, the present demand is that 
Niemoeller promise to leave the Christian ministry as the price for his 
release. Earlier he was twice offered his freedom if he would promise 
not to attack the state. His reply was that during the war, if he saw 
a ship with the enemy’s flag, he would send a torpedo at it; now if he 
hears any voice lifted against Christ and the Church, he will send a tor- 
pedo off, regardless of who the defamer is. Without promotion of any 
kind from the confessional leadership, a steady stream of delegations has 
poured in upon Berlin from all parts of Germany. ... A delegation, 
composed entirely of militant Nazi party members, came from the mines 
to plead for Niemoeller’s release. One gaunt miner rose and addressed 
the ministry official thus, ‘I have the lung disease that we miners die of 
in Westphalia. My father died of it; his father died of it. My son has 


just entered the mines. If you radical fellows take our Christ away from 
us miners, what have we got left?’” 

It is difficult for us to judge of this case correctly at this distance. 
Since Niemoeller has become a world figure, we consider it proper to 
print the above excerpts. A. 


The President’s Birthday Ball.— In the Watchman-Examiner Chap- 
lain Henry W.Anderson of Roseburg, Oreg., calls attention to the 
President’s “Birthday Ball,” which seems to have become a national 
institution and, cleverly promoted as a benefit ball, with proceeds dedi- 
cated to fight infantile paralysis, has caught the interest of this dance- 
mad age. Rightly he points out that, however praiseworthy the end 
may seem, Christians can hardly (?) justify the means employed: 
“A day wherein sin holds high carnival is not sanctified by a philanthropic 
purpose, however worthy.” The Baptist journal adds that this nation- 
wide dance orgy is in many places associated with heavy drinking; 
that Christians can certainly have nothing to do with the present method 
of celebrating the President’s birthday; that in view of the moral state 
of our country and the world it would be more proper to observe the 
day in prayer and self-denial. T.H. 


Evolution — Bible Skepticism —Is It Scholarly? — Robert Etheridge, 
F.R.S., distinguished Fossiologist of the British Geographical Survey and 
Assistant Curator of the Geological Department of the British Museum 
in South Kensington, says: “In all this great museum there is not a par- 
ticle of evidence of the transmutation of species. Nine tenths of the talk 
of evolutionists is sheer nonsense, not founded upon observation, and 
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wholly unsupported by facts. This museum is full of proofs of the utter 
falsity of their views.” W. Bell Dawson, M.A., M.E., D.Sc., M.-Inst. C.E., 
F.R.S.C., Laureate, Academy of Science, Paris, Gold Medalist in Geology 
and Natural Science, McGill University, says: “Evolution is a theory 
founded on ignorance.” Sir William Dawson, M.A., LL. D., F.G.S., F.R. 
S., F. R. S.C. F. G. S. A. M, says: “I know nothing about the origin of 
man except what I am told in the Scriptures—that God created him. 
I do not know anything more than that, and I do not know of anybody 
who does. There is nothing in science that reaches the origin of any- 
thing at all.” Quoted from tract by J.E.McKee (Biblia Sacra) 


Current Crises and the Perspective of History.— Under this heading 
the Catholic Historical Review (Vol. XXIV, No.3) prints L. J. A. Mercier’s 
address before the eighteenth annual meeting of the American Catholic 
Historical Association held last year in Philadalphia. The essay reviews 
the two contradictory trends of Monism and Dualism in their historic 
perspectives to show how Monism, which in its present form is about 
a century old, is the deadly enemy of theistic Dualism upon which our 
present civilization is built. Describing the two contradictories, he 
writes: “Dualism recognizes other-worldliness and this-worldliness, God 
and the universe, with man the intelligent line between the universe and 
God. Monism merges God, man, and nature into one self-existing evo- 
lution. As these two conceptions are contradictories, no other can have 
appeared in history which is not reducible to one of them.” Monism, 
however, as he goes on to point out, is bound “to destroy the civilization 
built on a foundation of Dualism, and, on its ruins begin to erect its 
opposite.... If there is only one order of existence, as the Monist would 
have it, then there is no God distinct from man and nature, their Creator 
and end. The idea of personal immortality must be given up and the 
religions of the Western world. The individual sacredness of the human 
person, with corresponding inalienable rights, likewise disappears, and 
the way is paved for the totalitarian state. If reality is purely a be- 
coming, realizing itself through struggle, might makes right, and any 
means may be used to attain supremacy whether in the economic or 
political field or in international relations. If there is no antecedent 
righteousness in the mind and will of a God which we should aim to 
discover, we are left to make our own morality; and whether we say, 
with the pragmatist, that ideas are true when they work to our satis- 
faction, or, with the instrumentalist, when they work for the social good, 
our truth remains relative to the flux of total change in which we have 
immersed ourselves by merging God, man, and nature; and that flux 
includes the appetites, emotions, and fancies of the racketeer or atheistic 
Communist as well as of the liberal humanitarian. Monism must re- 
main morally helpless in its subjectivism.” ... “The Monistic historian 
of our day hides this perspective as the Monistic philosopher hides the 
perspective of the history of thought. Both would have us believe that 
humanity was in thraldom till it caught the vision of a Monistic reality 
and a Monistic evolution. They both beg the question. ... Today the 
Monistic naturalist tells the Protestant that even Modernism is outmoded, 
that civilization must be reorganized on an atheistic basis, here through 
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class struggle, there through race supremacy, while everywhere a sub- 
jective morality leaves every personal right at the mercy of the ruthless 
force.” One readily agrees with these conclusions, though not with the 
author’s implied and expressed suggestion that Romanism today offers 
a panacea against idealistic and materialistic Monism. He quotes “an 
eminent Protestant leader” as saying: “I believe with you that, if we lose 
the distinction between the human and the subhuman, in a pantheistic 
Monism, then all is lost. The Monism which blurs and finally banishes 
all the distinctions which give the moral and spiritual and esthetic life 
of man any real meaning, I regard as the foe which we must fight to- 
gether. I find myself increasingly with the Neo-Thomists in a large 
number of matters; and I am sure that there are vast numbers of people 
in the Protestant churches who would agree with me in all these things.” 
He also quotes a “prominent American philosopher” as saying: “I, too, 
feel the well-nigh desperate need of restoring the native American 
dualistic practical philosophy: objective standards with individual free- 
dom, of course, in proper limitations, as against the socialistic-commu- 
nistic-materialistic-instrumentalistic threat. I wish that we might have 
conferences clearing the air, giving at least mutual understanding of our 
positions. I wish, too, that we could diffuse a sounder knowledge of 
Neo-Scholasticism.” But neither Neo-Thomism, in particular, nor Neo- 
Scholasticism, in its wider implications, can save our modern world from 
the destruction of the various Monistic forces; only the Bible and its 
divine religion can offer that salvation. Thomism, whether new or an- 
cient, is rationalistic, is human speculation, and, after all, its difference 
from Monism is not so much in kind as in degree. What gave the world 
salvation four hundred years ago through the Reformation will still help 
it today —the omnipotent Word of God, which is His appointed power 
to salvation to every one that believes and which outlives all pantheistic 
and materialistic notions of unbelieving men. This Word, which we pos- 
sess in its truth and purity, we must oppose alike to Monism and Ro- 
manism in their ably directed propaganda for recognition and victory. 
J.T. M. 

A Book that Comes to a Bad End.— Under this heading the Rev. 
Prof. R. B. Kuiper, in the Presbyterian Guardian (January, 1939), dis- 
cusses Dr. Link’s The Rediscovery of Man far beyond the scope and con- 
fines of a mere book review. As Dr. Link’s Return to Religion, so also 
The Rediscovery of Man has received much praise also in the religious 
press of our country; and in the general field of iustitia civilis it indeed 
stresses important truths. Dr. Kuiper freely admits that this second 
volume of Dr. Link is much better than the first. It bitterly deplores 
present-day denial of man’s responsibility in almost every sphere of 
human endeavor and is a powerful plea for renewed recognition of in- 
dividual responsibility. After discussing this point at great length, 
Dr. Kuiper continues: “Dr. Link’s emphasis on individual responsibility 
is beyond question one of the greatest needs of our generation and there- 
fore deserves the warmest kind of commendation. But how is man to 
meet his responsibility? Where is he to get the strength to discharge it? 
Dr. Link’s reply to that intensely practical inquiry is: by returning to 
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religion. Again our author is right, and once more we express enthu- 
siastic assent. One crucial question remains. Of the many religions of 
mankind, which is it that will enable man to do his duty? For the 
Christian but one answer is possible. It is: the Christian religion. Does 
Dr. Link agree? Seemingly so. He expresses emphatic agreement with 
Christianity as the ‘philosphy of personality,’ and he adores Jesus as the 
‘Supreme personality.’ And yet, sad to say, at this very point Dr. Link’s 
argument breaks down, and the breakdown is so complete as to vitiate 
the whole book. Dr. Link’s Christianity is not the Christianity of the 
historic Church. It is not the Christianity of the Bible. In short, 
Dr. Link’s Christianity is not Christianity at all. After the manner of 
the liberal preacher the author brushes aside Christ’s bodily resurrec- 
tion and exclaims: ‘Truly no personality who now walks the earth be- 
gins to be alive compared with the living influence of Jesus!’ (P. 245.) 
That sounds suspicious. Our author is much more outspoken when he 
defines his ‘rediscovered man.’ Religion, he tells us, ‘can give the in- 
dividual a faith in the universe and in himself that will move mountains. 
The great religions have insisted on this truth, which psychology now 
scientifically confirms, that the individual is a creature of infinite pos- 
sibilities. This conviction and the power which it gives is the final solu- 
tion to the individual’s conquest of himself, his environment, and his 
fears.’ (Pp.109,110.) ‘I see the soul,’ says Dr. Link, ‘as a unique power 
which enables the individual to say: I do not have to remain as I am, 
I can be something better. I have faith in my powers as a free-will 
agent, able to choose between right and wrong. I have faith in a moral 
and spiritual order higher than any comprehended by science or reason. 
By faith I can accept a superhuman concept of personality which gives 
me confidence in my own potentialities. I will not accept defeat; I will 
struggle to achieve. I may fall, but I will rise again. I may not win 
wealth, but I will win mastery over myself.’ (Pp. 131, 132.) Can that 
evaluation of man be squared with the Scriptural verdict that unre- 
generate man is ‘dead in trespasses and sins,’ Eph. 2:1? Dr. Link bids 
man have faith in himself. But the Son of God said: ‘Ye believe in God, 
believe also in Me.’ John 14:1. Dr. Link would have man save himself. 
Christianity insists that salvation belongs to God, to God alone. Dr. Link’s 
view of man is the exact opposite of the Christian view of man, so ably 
expounded by the late Dr. Machen under that very title. In brief, the 
religion advocated by Dr. Link, far from being Christianity, is the baldest 
kind of humanism. [Italics his own.] Dr. Link was running well on the 
path of human responsibility. But the devil had a trap waiting for him. 
The great deceiver had shrewdly set it at the precise spot where so many 
have been caught before Dr. Link. And Dr. Link landed squarely in the 
trap when from the sound premise of full human responsibility he 
jumped thoughtlessly to the utterly false conclusion of plenary human 
ability. [Italics our own.] The trap sprang with a vengeance. William 
E. Henley once boasted: ‘It matters not how strait the gate, How charged 
with punishment the scroll, I am the master of my fate: I am the cap- 
tain of my soul.’ The author of The Rediscovery of Man sings with him. 
But their song is Pelagian, pagan, even blasphemous.” 
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We read both of Link’s recent works with deep interest, and 
Dr. Kuiper’s critique of his last coincides with our own criticism of it in 
a remarkable way. And yet the religious press of our country has 
largely praised and recommended it as a Christian book, not noticing 
its Pelagianistic viewpoint. Dr.Kuiper’s opinion on the volume is very 
valuable, showing, as it does, that there are still men in our country 
who can recognize Pelagianism also in its more refined form. In our 
own Church we must keep on studying diligently and persistently Ar- 
ticles I and II of the Formula of Concord; for Christianity’s greatest 
enemy is, after all, Pelagianism in its various forms. J.T. M. 


An Englishman Warns Congregationalists.— Bernard Manning, pro- 
fessor of history at Cambridge, England, is reported to have spoken the 
following frank words to a meeting of Congregationalists in England: 
“A Congregationalism which thinks lightly or coldly about the Word and 
the Sacraments will surely, however slowly, set itself outside the com- 
munion of Christendom. ... That has already happened to what was 
once a sister church as evangelical and orthodox as our own. English 
Presbyterianism, at first the most splendid of the three dissenting bodies, 
clung only to the negations and abandoned the affirmations of the 
Reformers. In the eighteenth century it wilted in Arianism and 
perished in Unitarianism. To a hostile or a pessimistic eye Congre- 
gationalism in the twentieth century might appear to be in danger of 
repeating that pitiful and shameful story. It is a path which some of 
us seem not loath to tread. May God in His mercy preserve the Church 
which He purchased with His own blood! The peril is real. It will 
not abate until we have learned afresh the majesty of the revelation 
of God in Christ in historic time, until we have seen the Word breaking 
through to a world that is lost.” (Quoted in Christian Century.) 


Wns Rom. Das Whlapiwefen foll neu qeordnet twerden. Kardinal Lauri 
hat dem Papjt einen 700 Geiten jtarfen Band vorgelegt, der alle Gebete 
und Frommigfeitsiibungen enthalt, die mit Wblajjen ausgezeichnet find. 
Ehenfo find alle Bedingungen genannt, die zur Getwinnung eines beftimm- 
ten Wblaffes gu erfiillen find. Worangejchict find die Veftimmungen de3 
fanonijcjen Gejebbuches iiber die Whlajje, die Defrete der Papfte und Kon- 
qregationen und andere qrundjabliche Wusfiihrungen. WS Zwe diejer Meuz- 
ausgabe nennt da3 BVatifanijdhe Blatt Osservatore Romano die Notivendigz 
feit, Die “delicatissima materia” der Whlajje in einer der Beit gufagenden 
sorm darguftellen. Mach Verodffentlichung dicjer Gammiung follen nur die 
Darin enthaltenen Wblafje noch gelten. Gebete und Werke, die nicht ent- 
Halten find, vberlieren die Whlaffe. (Wg. Ev.2Luth. Kirchengeitung) 

Das nene Cheredht in Sfterreih. Katholijcdhe Beitjdriften fdlagen ge- 
twaltigen Larm dariiber, dak durch den Anfchlug ChefdhlieBung und Che- 
{heidung in Ofterreidhh den Handen der Kirche entrijfen und in die Hand des 
Staats gelegt toorden find. Che man iiberhaupt darauf hort, follte man 
twifjen, DaB in dem fatholifden Ofterreich in begug auf da3 Cherecht einfach 
mittelalterlide Zuftande herrjdten. Die ,,Mirchliche Beitjchrift” berichtet fo: 

/Bon befonderer Bedeutung fiir die Ojtmarf ift e3, dak das neue Chez 
recht des ReicjeSs auch dort durchgefiihrt wird. Dort war das fanonifde 
Cherecht RecdhtSqrundlage fiir den Staat getwefen, nur daw gulebt fiir die 
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nicttatholijden Staatsbiirger Gonderregelungen gugelajjen waren. Go bez 
ftanden feblieBlich vier bis fiinf giiltige Cheredjte nebeneinander: fiir die 
Katholifen, die Dem fanonijcdhen Recht untertworfen twaren; fiir die Burgenz 
lander, die noch nach dem alten ungarifdjen Recht ihre Che gefdjloffen hat- 
ten; fiir Proteftanten; fiir Nonfeffionslofe und fiir die Quden. C3 ift flar, 
dat} dDiefe Vielheit bon Chegefeben gu einer Fiille juriftifdher Winkelziige WAn- 
lag bot. Die grofte Rechtsunjiderheit herrfcdte auf dem Gebiet der Che- 
feheidung, gumal Hier gu der BVielheit der Chegefebe noch die fatholijde 
DispenSehe Hingufam. Wabhrend namlich nach fatholijchem Recht eine Che 
nicht gefchieden werden fann, fo daR auch Cheleute, die fich getrennt haben, 
nicht wieder heiraten diirfen, hatte der Ofterreichifde Staat fie von Ddiefer 
Reffel deS fanonijden Rechts dispenfiert und gu ihrer Wiederbverheiratung 
initgetwirft. CGolche Dispensehen gab eS iiber 50,000. Serfelbe ofter- 
reichifde Staat, der fie gefchaffen, erflarte fie Durch Wnerfennung de3 fanoz 
nijehen Cherechts und der fatholijch-firchliden Chegerichtsbarfeit dDurd) da 
Ronfordat von 1934 fiir im Grundjab ungiiltig. Die Folge diefer Rechts- 
unficherheit war, dDaR ungablige Paare jich der firchlichen Gerichtsbarfeit ent- 
gogen, indem fie Die firchliche Trauung nicht mehr begehrten und in wilder 
Che lebten. Bon diefen Zujtanden tourde auch die evangelijche Kirche bez 
riihrt, tweil fie im gangen Bolf die fittliden Folgen diefes ,Mechtsgujtandes‘ 
jah und teil das fanonifde Recht nicht nur fiir Paare galt, die beide fatho- 
life) waren, fondern auch fiir folche, bei denen nur ein Teil fatholijdh war 
oder zur Beit der Chefdhliepung gur romijchen Kirche gehirte, aber dann 
evangelifd) getvorden twar. Wus einer Ordnung, welche die Che jchiiben 
wollte, war eine Quelle der Unordnung getworden. Das neue Chegefeb ijt 
einheitlich fiir alle. Getwip, e3 fakt Che und ChejchlieRung wie Chefcheidung 
nur unter natiirlicen Gefichtspunften — tie follte der Staat auch von 
cinem andern Gejichtspuntt ausgehen fonnen? Man driidt das jo aus: Die 
Che ijt nur in ihrer VBegiehung gum Volfsleben gu ordnen. Go erflart fid 
§ 36,1: ,Gin Chegatte fann Wufgeben der Che begehren, wenn der andere 
ohne triftigen Grund fich beharrlic) weigert, Nachfommenfdaft gu ergeugen 
oder zu empfangen, oder wenn er recht3widrig Mittel zur Verhinderung der 
Geburt anivendet oder antwenden lapt.. Und e3 ijt Sache de3 Staate3, fie 
gu ordnen. Luther fagte (WW. 2. 32, 377): ,Was die Obrigkeit und meife 
Leute in Chejachen nach dem Recht und der Vernunft befehliegen und ordnen, 
da foll man e3 bei bleiben Laffen. Denn auch Chriftus hat in diefem Puntt 
nichtS gefebt und geordnet al3 ein Surift oder Regent in auferlicden Gaden, 
fondern allein als ein Prediger die Gewijjen unterrichtet, dag man da3 
Gefeb vom Scheiden recht braude, nicht nur zur Viiberet und eigenem Mut- 
willen wider Gottes Ordnung.. Dak daneben die Kirche eine Wufgabe hat, 
die Sdhliehung wie Fiihrung und Scheidung der Che bei ihren Gliedern 
unter das Licht des Wotes Gottes gu ftellen, fchlieRt das neue Cheredht nicht 
im geringften aus.“ 

Was man auch iiber die deutfde Regierung fagen mag, dies follte ihr 
gugute gefdrieben twerden, da fie diefen mitften Mtoraft troden gelegt hat. 
Man ijt verfucht gu fagen: Mag da3 Heilmittel noch fo fdlimm fein, fchlim- 
mer al3 folde Kranfheit ijt e3 nicht. Ferner: Ofterreich war feineswegs eine 
Ausnahme, twas die befchriebenen Buftande anlangt; fo twiift geht’s iiberall 
her, wo Rom herrfdht. WMtan beurteile doch die romifde Kirche nicht nad 
dem, twas man 3. GB. Hier in unferm Lande an ihr fieht; Hier hat fie Ron- 
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furreng und mug fich Daher einigermafen betragen. OSfterreich hat mehrmals 
in feiner Gefchichte Gelegenheit gehabt, das romifdhe Soch abgujtreifen. Um 
der leidigen Politif willen hat man dort immer wieder mit Rom geliebz 
adugelt und Kompromijje gemacht; und wer fich fo mit Rom einlagt, erntet 
immer Ddiefelbe Frudht. ©. H. 


Brief Items.— From England comes the news that the demand for 
the book of the late J.G. Machen entitled “The Virgin Birth of Christ” 
has been so great that a new British edition of it has been issued. 
That is cheering. 

At a community Thanksgiving service in Albany, at which President 
Henry Sloane Coffin of Union Theological Seminary, New York, preached 
the sermon, Presbyterian, Reformed, Congregational, Baptist, and Metho- 
dist clergymen took part. What a grand exhibition of doctrinal in- 
difference! — At Saranac Lake, on the same day, Jews, Presbyterians, 
and Methodists united for a joint service. No Jewish Rabbi being 
available, a member of the Jewish community center sang part of the 
ritual of the Jewish faith.—In Plymouth, Mass., a Rabbi preached the 
Thanksgiving sermon in the Church of the Pilgrimage, the church where 
the first Thanksgiving was marked. Syncretism is the order of the day. 

The Northern Presbyterians have a committee studying the work 
of their theological seminaries. They have twelve of them, including 
one in Puerto Rico. 

Concerning the action of the German authorities in withholding 
salaries from pastors, members of the State Church, who have en- 
countered the ill will of the government, the Christian Century very 
correctly remarks: “But what we wanted to say was that stopping 
a preacher’s pay as punishment for treason reveals the impossible 
position of the Church. Pastors ought not to be drawing pay from 
that kind of state, and the Church cannot expect to be free while they do.” 


In Cincinnati a Jewish Rabbi has lectured to the Sunday-school 
teachers of a Presbyterian church on the books of Genesis, Numbers, 
Leviticus, and Esther, and the Presbyterian who reports it with approval 
says that he is conservative. What are we coming to? Similar news 
is reported from Atlanta, Ga., and Des Moines, Iowa. 

A news item from Philadelphia says that on Universal Bible Sunday 
the New Testament was to be read aloud from cover to cover at the 
Grace Baptist Temple. From 3 A.M. to 10 P.M. 72 people were 
scheduled to read, each for fifteen minutes, beginning with the pastor, 
Dr. Daniel A. Poling. The only interruptions provided for were to be at 
the time of the morning and evening worship. This venture might 
deserve recognition as a tour de force, but there seems to have been 
little in it of a truly edifying character. 

Philadelphia, recognized as the largest Protestant city in the Western 
Hemisphere, with one thousand churches, 500,000 communicants, and 
700,000 unaffiliated but nominally of the faith, is preparing for an ad- 
vancement program of pastoral and congregational evangelism under the 
Department of Evangelism of the Federation of Churches, of which 
President Walter B. Greenway is chairman. Dr. Luther A. Harr, the city 
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treasurer, has become chairman of the Department of Finance for the 
Federation. — Christian Century. 


The Episcopalians of New York are attempting to finish the cathedral 
of St. John the Divine in time for the World’s Fair. The four hundred 
clergy of the diocese have been requested by Bishop Manning to solicit 
funds for the project. 


At a Roman Catholic meeting in Washington the announcement was 
made “that there is now one Roman Catholic newspaper in the United 
States for every two Roman Catholic families.” Roman Catholic papers 
are said to have a circulation of 2,631,807. Of seven European nations 
studied, only two, the Netherlands and Belgium, are said to have a 
better record. Videant consules, etc. 


The new census of Greater Germany divides the population among 
the confessions as follows: Roman Catholics, 27 million, or 36 per cent.; 
Evangelicals, 41 million, or 54 per cent.; other faiths, 7 million, or 10 per 
cent.— News Bulletin of N.L.C. 


A correspondent of the Lutheran writes: “Among the nine largest 
Lutheran congregations in America six are in the U.L.C.A. Now the 
Year-book lists six pastors and three assistants at our big six congre- 
gations. This means nine pastors for a total of 27,624 baptized persons, 
or one for every 3,070. Furthermore, nine pastors are ‘spiritual ad- 
visers’ to 18,041 confirmed members, or one for every 2,004.” The cor- 
respondent correctly observes that the pastors in such large congre- 


gations can personally reach only a fraction of the whole number of 
those who require help in life’s various needs. A pastor in Stockholm, 
Sweden, who has six associate pastors, is at the head of a parish of 
45,000. He admitted “the plight of trying to reach even the interested 
minority of the parish, say 15,000.” The correspondent voices the con- 
viction that, generally speaking, “we need many more pastors and full- 
time lay-workers.” 


Macaulay’s gloomy prophecy concerning the future of the United 
States is given much circulation these days: “Your Republic will be 
pillaged and ravaged in the twentieth century, just as the Roman Empire 
was by the barbarians of the fifth century, with this difference, that in 
the devastations of the Roman Empire the Huns and the Vandals came 
from abroad while your barbarians will be the natives of your own 
country and the product of your own civilization.” 


With respect to Protestant worship Dr.W.A.Smart, professor of 
theology at Emory University, Atlanta, is reported to have said: “The 
worship of God is a lost art among Protestants. ... In place of the 
cathedral we have a meeting-house, the chief function of which is to 
bring people together to hear a religious address. The worship of God 
is secondary.” It can hardly be denied that this describes correctly 
the services held in many sectarian churches, especially since the sermons 
to a large extent do not set forth the message of the Scriptures but 
political and social theories grown in the garden of man’s own thinking. 

Is Methodism Too Emotional? — Bishop Hughes, referring to the 
criticism of President Charles Eliot of Harvard charging Methodism with 
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this fault, is quoted as follows: “I told him that, as far as my Church 
was concerned, it did not have one fourth enough emotionalism. The 
great center of overemotionalism in America is not the Church but the 
college. If people’s emotions were stirred in church as they are at foot- 
ball games, religion would get somewhere.” To distinguish between truth 
and error in this statement would be an effort that might lead to an 
acceptable essay for a conference. 


The Presbyterian quotes this interesting statement: “The Inter- 
national Christian Press states that 72,000 Jews accepted Protestant bap- 
tism during the nineteenth century. The number of baptized converts 
among the heathen and Moslems in the same period was two million, 
or one to every 525 of the heathen and Moslem population. The same 
degree of success among heathen and Moslems as among Jews, says this 
authority, would have shown seven million converts instead of two 
million. Three times as many Jewish converts entered the Gospel 
ministry as converts from among the heathen. A comparison of facts 
shows that no mission-field of modern times has been so fruitful as 
the Jewish.” 

American Quakers Aid Spanish Families.— The American Friends 
Service Committee will distribute 60,000 barrels of flour to the families 
of both sides in war-ridden Spain. Farmers have been appealed to to 
give their surplus wheat to the committee that it may be used to feed 
the starving people of Spain. — Christian Century. 

In Rumania, Baptists are subjected to persecution. One of our 
exchanges states that a decree which was to become effective Decem- 
ber 15 closed ninety-five per cent. of the Baptist churches in that country. 
It is asserted that Rumania in the Treaty of Versailles, like the other 
signatories, pledged to give religious freedom to her minorities. The 
blame for the persecution is put on the Rumanian State Church. 

Australia Bans Magazines Sold Freely in U.S.— Determined to put 
a stop to the flood of indecent American magazines pouring into that 
country, Australia has drawn up new customs regulations banning not 
only “indecent, obscene, or blasphemous works or articles,” but also 
“literature which in the opinion of the minister, and whether by words 
or by picture or partly by words and partly by picture, a) unduly 
emphasizes matters of sex or crime or b) is calculated to encourage 
depravity.” Seventy-two magazines published in America will be ex- 
cluded by the new regulations. — Christian Century. A. 
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Studies in the Book of Daniel. Second Series. By Robert Dick Wilson, 
Ph.D., D.D., LL.D. Fleming H. Revell Company, New York, 
London, and Edinburgh. 286 pages, 542x834. Price, $2.50. Order 
through Concordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., 
St. Louis, Mo. 


In the “Kleine Danielstudien,” published in six consecutive numbers 
of the last volume of the MontHty, we repeatedly called attention to 
the excellent studies in the Book of Daniel of the late Prof. Robert Dick 
Wilson of Princeton Theological Seminary and Westminster Seminary 
in Philadelphia (May, 1938, pp. 339,346). Wilson was indeed one of the 
foremost authorities on the Book of Daniel and a defender of the divine 
character, authenticity, and inerrancy of this book, which has been 
assailed so often since the days of Rationalism. Even critics that take 
an entirely different standpoint in Biblical matters acknowledge this. 
Three professors in the University of Chicago, Gerald Birney Smith, 
Shirley Jackson Case, both theologians, and the Assyriologist D. D. 
Luckenbill, stated in a review of the Biblical and Theological Studies 
by the Members of the Faculty of Princeton Theological Seminary: “ “The 
Aramaic of Daniel’ is the title of his [Professor Wilson’s] very valuable 
article on Aramaic philology. There can be no doubt that he has 
disposed of many, if not most, of Professor Driver’s linguistic arguments 
for the late date of Daniel”; and the German scholar Baumgaertner, 
himself an authority on the Aramaic chapters in Daniel, calls Wilson’s 
article “eine ohne Frage gruendliche und umfangreiche Studie.” Most 
of Professor Wilson’s studies appeared in a number of articles in the 
Princeton Theological Review, and he had intended to elaborate them 
in three volumes; but only the first volume of these Studies in the Book 
of Daniel appeared in book form and was favorably reviewed on its 
appearance in 1917 in our Lehre und Wehre, 64, 180. This first volume 
dealt with the various historical questions connected with the Book of 
Daniel. The second volume was to deal with the linguistic problem, 
the objections raised by the critics on the ground of “philological as- 
sumptions based on the nature of the Hebrew and Aramaic,” in which 
the book was written. Undoubtedly that volume would have been an 
elaboration of his article on the “Aramaic of Daniel,” in which he had 
maintained against the higher critics, especially against Dr. Driver, that 
the Aramaic of the Book of Daniel is of the character which we would 
expect to have been spoken in Babylon in the Neo-Babylonian and 
early Persian period. About a year before Dr. Wilson’s death in 1930 
Mr. Harold H. Rowley published a book on the Aramaic of the Old Testa- 
ment (Oxford, 1929), in which he took issue with Dr. Wilson’s conclu- 
sions regarding Daniel and defended the critical vigws of Dr. Driver. 
We are told that Dr. Wilson spent much time during the last summer 
of his life in studying this book, and from casual statements made to 
members of his family and to his colleagues at Westminster Seminary 
it was inferred that he had practically completed his investigation, that 
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he felt that he could satisfactorily answer Mr. Rowley, and that his 
reply was practically ready for publication. But unfortunately, as Prof, 
Oswald T. Allis states in the preface to the present work, “search for 
the manuscript of the reply was unsuccessful,” and either Wilson’s state- 
ments as to the shape in which his material stood were misunderstood, 
or the manuscript material was lost or accidentally destroyed, and so 
the second volume of the work will never appear in book form. But 
with regard to the third volume the situation fortunately is different. 
Dr. Wilson had stated: “In a third volume I shall discuss Daniel’s rela- 
tion to the canon of the Old Testament as determining the date of the 
book and in connection with this the silence of Ecclesiasticus with refer- 
ence to Daniel, the alleged absence of an observable influence of Daniel 
upon postcaptivity literature, and the whole matter of apocalyptic litera- 
ture, especially in its relation to predictive prophecy.” These matters 
Dr. Wilson had already covered to a large extent in articles in the 
Princeton Theological Review, and since his plan was never carried out, 
and since with the lapse of years magazine articles tend to become in- 
accessible, Dr. Allis and others deemed it advisable to gather all these 
studies together and present them in the form which was originally 
intended by their author. This has been made possible through the 
generosity of a personal friend of Dr. Wilson’s, who is unwilling to have 
his identity disclosed. Very properly Dr. Allis was commissioned to 
prepare these articles for the press. He had close and intimate associa- 
tion with Dr. Wilson in a friendship begun in his student days and 
extending over a period of more than a quarter of a century. Dr. Allis 
himself is an outstanding scholar in the Old Testament field and a firm 
defender of the canonicity, authenticity, and trustworthiness of the books 
of the Old Testament. He has also had the advantage of access to 
copies of these studies which contain Dr. Wilson’s notes, comments, and 
corrections, and so these very valuable studies are now accessible in 
book form. We read all these articles when they appeared in the Review, 
have occasion to refer to them continually, and regard them as excellent. 
The titles of the different chapters are as follows: “The Book of Daniel 
and the Canon; Daniel Not Quoted; The Silence of Ecclesiasticus Con- 
cerning Daniel; Apocalypses and the Date of Daniel; The Origin of the 
Ideas of Daniel; The Influence of Daniel; The Background of Daniel; 
The Prophecies of Daniel.” At the end of the book we find a very 
helpful index. We earnestly recommend these studies to all who are 
especially interested in the critical questions with regard to the Book 
of Daniel and look for a scientific defense of the faith. Nothing better 
has been written since the days of the valiant Hengstenberg and of the 
“Hengstenberg of North America,” William Henry Green, than Wilson’s 
Studies in the Book of Daniel and the English scholar Boutflower’s In and 
around the Book of Daniel. L. FUERBRINGER 


The Church and the Christian. By Shailer Mathews. The Macmillan 
Company. 150 pages, 5734. Price, $2.00. 

This writing takes a low view of Christ. “As the churches developed, 

there was a natural tendency for those Christians who were affected 

by current theosophical and gnostic thought to place the Lord Jesus in 
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some current schema of supernatural beings.” (P.57.) The newly estab- 
lished World Council of Churches made a mistake in limiting its mem- 
bership to those “who accept Jesus as ‘God and Savior.’ That shuts out 
from cooperation churches that seek to perform their religious function 
by making the example and teaching of Jesus their final moral idealism.” 
(P.73.) It takes a low view of the Christian doctrine, which is in the 
main a human growth, subject to new habits of thought, always in need 
of redefinition and revaluation. “By the end of the revolutionary period 
of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the political and social 
presuppositions which underlay the orthodox doctrines of salvation were 
replaced by newer presuppositions born of the rise of democracy.” (P. 70.) 
About every other page of the book expresses the idea that the doctrine 
changes as social experience changes and unfolds the thesis that “a re- 
ligion is as truly the work of its adherents as of its founder.” (P.54.) 
Our book takes a low view of the Church. What is the function of the 
churches? “The particular fact with which we are now concerned is this: 
Just as human beings as peripatetic chemical laboratories depend upon 
those activities in the cosmic environment which we call chemical, so 
as persons they must maintain proper reciprocal relations with those 
personality-producing activities of the universe with which they are 
organically connected. Such adjustments involve social combination. 
Through such combinations, provided they embody the cooperative prin- 
ciple of love, cosmic activities reach individuals. In less oracular terms, 
a Church as a social group will enable its members to experience God 
in ways not possible for unsocial individualism. ... As a social group 
a Church has for its particular function today that which it has had in 
the past. That is to say, it can further the help-gaining adjustment of 
individuals with those cosmic activities upon which we are dependent.” 
(Pp. 82,141.) The chief, rather the only, business of the churches is 
“social reform”; the churches are “God’s agents in establishing a world 
order,” “a better social order”; the churches must “include within their 
functions that of making nations moral units” and of “bringing nations 
into help-gaining relationship with a creative activity of the universe 
through the recognition of intelligent love”; “social action” —that de- 
scribes the program of the Church and is the real theme of our book. 
(See, for instance, pp. 76, 129, 130, 134.) The following pronouncement 
reveals the spirit of the social-rehabilitation type of churchmanship: 
“What the world requires of the churches is not a revival of fourth- 
century Christology, but the impregnation of economic and _ political 
processes with love. Only then will Jesus have given meaning to their 
function. If Christians are to be interested in helping make a better 
world, the churches must make theology secondary to morality embody- 
ing the spirit of Jesus.” (P.105.) — Certain sections of our book show 
that Dr. Mathews is capable of profound thinking; but his exegetics 
move on a low plane. For instance: “Jesus had relied upon love rather 
than violence. That thought of the latter was with Him is to be seen 
in His direction to His disciples to sell their coats and buy swords.” 
(P.55.) So we are not surprised to hear him say that the expressions 
used in the early days “God, even Jesus Christ,” “the blood of God,” 
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and “the custom of evangelical preachers today to address prayer to 
Jesus,” “vocalize group practises born of a belief that Jesus was em- 
powered by the resident Spirit of God to be a savior.” (P. 61.) 
TH. ENGELDER 
Der Rimerbrief. Von Emil Brunner. 150 Seiten 544xK8%. Preis: RKarto- 
niert, RM. 2.80; Ganjleinen RM. 3.70. 


Die Retrusbriefe und der Gudasbrief. Bon Hanns Lilje. 57 und 25 Seiten 
544X8Y%y. Preis: Kartoniert, RM. 1.60; Ganjleinen RM. 2.40. Guftav 
Sdhlipmanns Verlagsbhudhandlung, Leipzig und Hamburg. 

Dies find zwei weitere Bande in der Serie ,Bibelhilfe fiir die Gemeinde, 
die von D. Eric) Stange herausgegeben werden. Die vorliegenden Biidjer for- 
dern feon Beadhtung aus dem Grunde, teil ihre betreffenden Verfafjer in legter 
Beit auch dem amerifanifden Kirdenivefen nibhergetreten find, der Reformierte 
Brunner dadurch, dak er im gegentwairtigen Schuljahr im Princetoner Thevlogi- 
jen Seminar twirfen wird, und der Lutheraner Lilje durch feine fiirzliche Ame- 
rifareije. Brunners Erilairung de$ Rimerbriefes enthalt auf wenig Seiten eine 
ville von Gedanfen, die wirflic) in das Verjtindnis der grofen Lehrepiftel ein- 
fiihren. 8 findet fic) in Den Wusfiihrungen vieleS, was die volle Billigung jedes 
lutherijcen Theologen finden wird, auch in bezug auf die Gnadenwabhl, da Brun- 
nev eine Doppelte Pradeftination rundiweg verwirft. Wher fo fain vieles in die- 
jem Kommentar ijt, jo findet fic) Doc) auch manches, was vom Lutherifcen Stand- 
puntt aus getadelt werden muf. Ju der Wuslegung von Rim. 6 finden fic) manche 
fchine Gedanfen; aber die fubjeftive Seite des durch die Taufe gefdaffenen neuen 
Verhaltniffes 3u Gott wird faft auf Rojften der damit verbundenen objeftiven 
Seguungen betont. (S. 42 ff.) Wir finnen auch dem nicht beiftimmen, was 
Brunner 3u 11, 25 iiber eine jchlieblid) 3u erwartende allgemeine Sudenbefehrung 
fagt. (S. 85 ff.) Bal. den Artifel ,Der Reft Bsraels oder das wahre Ysrael” im 
Vunibeft 1925 von ,Lehre und Webhre’. Diefer ganze Teil des Buches traigt ein 
etwas jchiwairmerifdhes Geprage. Und fo fdhin mandhes in dem Anhang ,,Cinige 
Hauptbhegriffe der Lehre deS Wpoftels Paulus” ift, jo wird man dod) ftusig, wenn 
man Sake lieft wie: ,Die Erbjiindenlehre der fpaiteren RKirchenlehre fuchen wir 
bei Paulus vergeblicd.” (S. 146.) So intereffant der Kommentar ift, fo mup er 
doc) mit Vorficht gebraudt werden. — Jn dem jtweiten Buch, von Lilje, find 
mande Erflarungen faft 3u fur3 geraten, um dem gewihnlicen Lefer das Ver- 
ftandnis der Schrift 3u Hffnen. Merfwiirdig mutet uns die Erflirung von 1 Petr. 
3,19 f. an, wo der Verfaffer das dort erwahnte ,Predigen” dem ,ctvigen Gottes- 
fohn in feinem borgefdhicdtliden Dajein (Préeziftenz)” gufchreibt. Viel einfacher 
und auch Der Schrift gemafp ift doch der Gedante, dak Chriftus nach feiner 
geiftliden, gittliden SeinSweife alS Reryr feinen Sieg den hillijden Méachten 
fundgetan bat. yg. E. Krekmann 


Every-Day Science for the Christian. By Theodore L.Handrich. Con- 
cordia Publishing House, St.Louis, Mo. 154 pages, 5x74. Price, 
60 cts. 


We recommend this keen little apologetic to our pastors, teachers, 
and laymen. Written by a Christian day-school teacher, it shows every- 
where mature experience with classroom methods and prospectives. The 
title hardly describes the contents of the book, which critically discusses 
such topics as Present-day Anti-Biblical Trends, God and Chance, Mat- 
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ter and Reality, The Age of the World, Evolution, The Flood Theory, 
Reasons for Accepting the Bible, The “Six Days” and Man’s Fall, and 
a Brief Biblical Philosophy of Life. These titles indicate how well the 
book may be employed in our schools, Sunday-schools, confirmation- 
instruction classes, conferences with high-school and college students, 
and the like. We suggest that it be used in all circles where our young 
people can be steeled in their faith against modern anti-Biblical trends. 
Should the edition become exhausted, it might be well, upon due con- 
sultation with others working in this field, to enlarge the book, including 
other subjects that ought to be discussed with our young people before 
they leave our instruction classes to mingle with an unbelieving world. 
Perhaps also the title could be changed to advertise more fittingly the 
contents of the book. Something like this might do: A Christian Look- 
ing into Anti-Biblical Theories. The book makes both profitable and 
interesting reading. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


The First Five Centuries of the Church. By James Moffatt. Cokesbury 
Press, Nashville, Tenn. 262 pages, 5428. Price, $2.00. 


This is one of the books of the London Theological Library, edited 
by Dr. E.S. Waterhouse. The author of this volume is Washburn Pro- 
fessor of Church History at Union Theological Seminary. Dr. Moffatt 
has a method of his own in treating the material at hand, and in general 
it appeals. He has arranged his book, according to the centuries under 
discussion, in five chapters. Each chapter then is in two parts. The 
first offers on opposite pages, in chronological order, first the secular 
and then the ecclesiastical events of the century; the second is an 
essay on the respective period. The author, however, experiences the 
same difficulty that others have had in keeping separate the secular and 
the ecclesiastical items. It is comparatively simple to do this with the 
events of the first two centuries, when State and Church were not only 
separate from each other but actually opposing forces. With the next 
three centuries, however, and the growing union of Church and State 
the difficulties increase. As a result the chronological tables are not 
wholly satisfactory, sometimes even confusing. Nevertheless the ad- 
vanced student will find them helpful and informative. 

As a whole, Dr. Moffatt’s volume is satisfactory. He displays a fine 
scholarship, sound judgment, and a comprehensive grasp of the chief 
trends of each period during these important centuries of church history. 
His style is lucid and lively. Not the least important part of his book is 
the appendix of 151 pages, in which he lists books and references for 
further study. This list also covers maps, atlases, historical novels, and 
romantic sketches. A good index of persons, events, and places unfor- 
tunately is lacking; such an addition would have enhanced the value 
of the volume materially. W. G. Potack 


G. Campbell Morgan, Bible Teacher. By Harold Murray. Zondervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 141 pages, 5x7%%. Price, 
$1.00. 


Campbell Morgan never attended a theological seminary. His eccle- 
siastical complexion has a varied hue, as we learn from his own words: 
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“I have been a Methodist local preacher. I am a thoroughly convinced 
and unrepentant Congregationalist ecclesiastically. I have had the joy 
of being a Presbyterian minister, and I have been brought up in my 
early years in Baptist surroundings.” (P.139.) 

Morgan was born in 1863 in Tetbury, Gloucestershire; was master 
in a Jewish collegiate school; held various pastorates on both sides of 
the Atlantic, among them being his pastorate at Philadelphia and at 
Westminster Chapel in London; also lectured at the Northfield Bible 
Conference and at the Los Angeles Bible Institute. He has written more 
than seventy books. He preached 24,000 sermons. A recent book by 
him, Preaching, contains good advice in reference to the technique 
of the sermon. No doubt he was a remarkable man in the pulpit. 
He is known as a Bible scholar and as an expository preacher. But 
what about his theology? In the book which we are reviewing Dr. Mor- 
gan is quoted as follows: “What do I mean by ‘coming to Christ’? 
I mean: Answer the gleam of light that has come to you concerning 
purity; answer the call that is welling up in your own life, declaring 
the beauty of the Christian ideal, suggesting that you begin the high 
and noble enterprise of rising to the higher life in the name of the Christ. 
The doctrines of grace? No man was ever yet saved by believing the 
doctrines of grace. You will understand them by and by. And you will 
never understand the doctrines of grace perfectly until you get to 
heaven. Thank God for that. I glory in the infinite mystery of incar- 
nation and atonement and the doctrines of grace. Oh, man, not by an 
intellectual apprehension of these doctrines is a man saved, but by 
answering the light, yielding to the immediate truth, giving myself to 
Christ as He says, Follow Me.” (Pp. 106, 107.) 

Remembering Dr. Morgan’s denominational shifts and his lack of 
theological training, we can somewhat understand such a pronounce- 
ment; but considering his fame as a Bible scholar and as an expository 
preacher, we are at a loss to offer any explanation other than the fact 
that in the Reformed group of churches the central doctrine of the 
Scriptures and of the Christian religion, justification by faith, is more 
or less obscured and even denied. Speaking of Morgan, Murray, the 
writer of our book, says: “You never think of him in connection with 
‘ists’ and ‘isms.’” (P.21.) Murray believes that to be complimentary to 
Morgan; we do not. Murray’s book gives a brief biographical sketch 
of Campbell Morgan, presenting some interesting facts from the life of 
a preacher widely known in church circles throughout the world. To 
get a better insight into the ministry of Campbell Morgan and to 
evaluate it, one must read his sermons. Joun H. C. Frrrz 


Das Heil von Golgatha. Bon Hermann Bez3el. D. Gundert-Verlag, Stutt- 
gart. 1938. 108 Seiten 4x6. Preis: Rartoniert, RM. 1; in einen 

RM. 1.40. 
Sir die Paffionszeit michten wir BezzelS fechs Betradhtungen iiber die Worte 
am Sreuz warm empfehlen. Diefe Undadhten hat Bezzel im Babhre 1913 im 
Diafoniffenhaus in Miincen gehalten. Die Sprache ift bilderreid, die Dar- 
ftellung iiberaus pacend, der Jnbalt anregend. Bezzel predigt Chriftum, den 
Gefreuzigten. Cinige Beifpiele werden geniigen, um Ddiefe fleine Sammlung dem 
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Refer angupreifen. Uns wendet Chriftus die Liebe zu und fic) den Born; uns 
holt er die Gnade und fic) das Geridt.. (S. 11.) In diefer Stunde hat die ganze 
Melt der Siinde und die ganze Siinde der Welt fich auf diefen einen geworfen.” 
(S. 62.) Jn der Betracdtung itber Chriftti Wort an den Yiinger: ,Das ift 
%Eju Art, dab er Menfchen durchs Kreuz unter dem Kreuz jzufammenbindet.4 
(S. 48.) Wenn wir auch die Tiefen nicht ermeffen follen noch finnen noc) diire 
fen, in welche die Gottverlaffenheit unjern beften Freund fenfte, fo follen und 
piirfen uns dod) taglich die FriedenSpalmen, die aus ihren Tiefen hervorge{proffen 
find, triften.” (S. 64.) Beim legten Wort weift Bezzel darauf hin, dak Chriftus 
pdreimal am RKreuze das Wlte Teftament anfithrt und fagt: ,Der Sieger befennt, 
welche Waffe ihm diejfen Sieg errungen hat.... So blict unfer HErr in diefer 
Scheideftunde auf das Schwert des gittlichen Wortes.... Welch cine Mahnung 
an dic) und an mid!” (S. 93.) Freilid) darf nicht iiberfehen werden, dak Beszel 
mandmal etwas myftijdh ift. Uns find namentlic) zwei Stellen aufgefallen, 
6.17 und 57. oe & Mayer 


The Bond of Honor. A Marriage Handbook. By Burton Scott Easton 
and Howard Chandler Robbins. The Macmillan Co., New York. 
112 pages, 442634. Price, $1.50. 

According to the introduction this book “is a manual of instruction 
for instructors. Its views are so irenic and ecumenical that ministers 
of every faith will find treasure in its pages.” (P.IX.) The first part 
treats of the essential principle of marriage and of the history of the 
service, offering some interesting information. The second part explains 
the marriage service, while the third part offers three marriage services, 
a Lutheran service, a Presbyterian one, and the marriage service of the 
Protestant Episcopal Church. In the second part we are told that “as 
the American marriage service now stands, it consists of the three tradi- 
tional parts: betrothal, marriage, and benediction. The betrothal contains 
the prefatory addresses and the mutual promises.” (P.36.) “The mar- 
riage proper consists of (1) the renunciation by the bride’s family of 
their authority, (2) the mutual vows, —the essence of the rite, — (3) the 
groom’s gift and declaration.” (P.51.) We cannot agree with the dis- 
tinction made between the obligation of the mutual promises at the 
betrothal and the mutual vows made at the marriage proper. On page 46 
we are told: “In themselves the betrothal promises are not permanently 
binding but express only a willingness for the future. Occasionally 
couples make these promises in church to give religious expression to 
their engagement (a practise hardly to be recommended); but if the 
engagement is broken by mutual consent, the promises are automatically 
canceled.” It is not quite clear whether these statements refer to the 
first engagement promise or to the “betrothal” in the service or to both. 
Concerning the vows at the marriage proper we are told: “The vows 
necessarily repeat, verbally or in substance, much of the betrothal 
promises, and the differences are not of great moment. But in place 
of the vague future ‘I will’ the vows set a specific moment, ‘From this 
day forward.’ Once these words are spoken, there is no drawing back... . 
The couple are now married.” (Pp. 61,62.) In connection with the ring 
ceremony we read: “As the marriage is already complete, ‘I thee wed’ 
must be understood in the sense ‘I publicly acknowledge our marriage 
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and admit you to your full share of all I have or shall ever have.” 
(Pp. 63,64.) We ask, Why, then, must not the marriage promises in 
“betrothal” and the vows in “marriage proper” be understood in the 
sense of a public acknowledgment of the original promise to be husband 
and wife made in the first engagement? This question receives special 
emphasis when we read on page 10: “The marriage service, consequently, 
is no essential part of Christian marriage at all; this also should be 
made very clear. No one can ‘marry’ a couple: they marry each other. 
. .. It is altogether desirable that the avowals should be made in church, 
before a clergyman, who will add the Church’s blessing. But no Christian 
responsibilities can be avoided by omitting the service; the mutual 
duties are not one whit the less when the officiant is a magistrate or 
when the marriage is entered into by the less formal methods of the 
old common law (still in force in certain places).” The relation of the 
promise and its obligation, as far as marriage is concerned, does not 
seem to be very clear to the authors. After all, consensus, non con- 
cubitus, non sponsalia, facit matrimonium. THEO. LAETSCH 
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